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Rules and Regulations 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains regulatory documents having 
general applicability and legal effect, most 
of which are keyed to and codified in 
the Code of Federal Regulations, which is 
published under 50 titles pursuant to 44 
U.S.C. 1510. 

The Code of Federal Regulations is sold 
by the Superintendent of Documents. 
Prices of new books are listed in the 
first FEDERAL REGISTER issue of each 
month. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Marketing Service 
7 CFR Part 51 


United States Standards for Grades of 
Summer Squash 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule amends the 
voluntary U.S. Standards for Grades of 
Summer Squash. This action being taken 
by the Agricultural Marketing Service 
(AMS) will change the basis of 
determining percentages of offsize and 
defects from weight to count. Studies 
have confirmed that this action will 
materially reduce inspection time 
without affecting the accuracy of grade 
certification. AMS has the responsibility 
to review and amend its grade 
standards whenever such action would 
make them more effective and 
compatible with current marketing 
practices. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 6, 1984. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Philip C. Eastman, Fresh Products 
Branch, Fruit and Vegetable Division, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
D.C. 20250, (202) 447-5024. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This rule 
has been reviewed under USDA 
Procedures and Executive Order 12291 
and has been designated as a “non- 
major” rule. It will not result in an 
annual effect of $100 million or more. 
There will be no major increase in cost 
' or prices for consumers; individual 
industries; Federal, State or local 
government agencies; or geographic 
regions. It will not result in significant 
effects on competition, employment, 
investments, productivity, innovations 


or the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

William T. Manley, Deputy 
Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, has certified that this action 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities, as defined by the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, Pub. L. 96-354 (5 U.S.C. 
601), because it reflects current 
marketing practices. 

This amendment changes the basis for 
determining percentages of offsize and 
defects from weight to count. When 
these voluntary standards became 
effective in 1945, summer squash were 
shipped in a wide variety of shipping 
containers with no real uniformity of 
product size within the container. When 
products are not uniformly sized, it is 
standard practice to use weight as the 
basis for calculating percentages. This 
requires weighing the entire sample, as 
well as offsize and defective specimens. 

The produce industry in recent years 
has begun to standardize containers and 
technology has been developed 
providing uniform sizing of many 
agricultural products, including summer 
squash. Inspection personnel 
recommended that the basis for 
determining percentages for offsize and 
defects be changed from weight to 
count. Studies have shown that count as 
the basis for computing percentages can 
reduce inspection time up to 50 percent 
without sacrificing the accuracy of grade 
certification. 

The proposal to amend the U.S. 
Standards for Grades of Summer Squash 
was published in the Federal Register on 
August 26, 1983 (48 FR 38846-38847), 
with a comment period ending October 
25, 1983. Copies of the proposal were 
widely distributed to interested persons 
for review and comment. No comments 
were received. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
has determined that the issuance of 
these amended standards will benefit 
industry by providing a time-saving 
method of calculating percentages, thus 
increasing the efficiency of inspection 
personnel. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 51 
Agricultural commodities. 

PART 51—[AMENDED] 
7 CFR Part 51 is amended as follows: 


Federal Register 
Vol. 48, No. 236 


Wednesday, December 7, 1983 


In § 51.4051, the introductory text of 
paragraph (a) is revised to read: 


§ 51.4051 U.S. No. 1. 


* * * e 


(a) Tolerances. In order to allow for 
variations incident to proper grading 
and handling, the following tolerances, 
by count, are provided as specified: 


* * * * * 


In § 51.4052, the introductory text of 
paragraph (a) is revised to read: 


§ 51.4052 U.S. No. 2. 


* * * * * 


(a) Tolerances. In order to allow for 
variations incident to proper grading 
and handling, the following tolerances, 
by count, are provided as specified: 

. * * * * 

(Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, Secs. 
203, 205, 60 Stat. 1087, as amended, 1090 as 
amended [7 U.S.C. 1622, 1624] 

Done at Washington, D.C. on: December 1, 

1983. 

William T. Manley, 

Deputy Administrator, Marketing Program 
Operations. 

{FR Doc. 83-32551 Filed 12-86-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 


Commodity Credit Corporation 
7 CFR Part 1446 


General Regulations Governing 1982 
Through 1985 Crops Peanut 
Warehouse Storage Loans and 
Handler Operations (Amendment 1) 


AGENCY: Community Credit Corporation, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Interim rule. 


SUMMARY: This interim rule revises 7 
CFR 1446.54 relating to the contracting 
of “additional” peanuts (i.e., non-quota 
peanuts) for crushing or export. Section 
359 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, provides that 
contracts for additional peanuts must be 
submitted to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation (CCC) for approval prior to 
April 15 of the crop year in which the 
peanuts are produced. Previously, CCC 
has required that contracts be filed on 
Form CCC-1005. This Interim Rule 
eliminates the form and the requirement 
that the contract be on the form, but 
otherwise maintains the minimum 
requirements of §1446.54 which are 
applicable to additional peanut 
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contracts. It has been determined by the 
agency that this revision will provide 
increased flexibility to handlers and 
producers contracting additional 
peanuts for crushing or export. This rule 
also adds a new §1446.67 which sets 
forth the control numbers assigned by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
for records requirements in 7 CFR Part 
1446. Interested parties are invited to 
submit written comments on the Interim 
Rule. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 7, 1983. 
Comments must be received on or 
before February 6, 1984 in order to be 
assured of consideration. 


ADDRESSES: Send comments to the 
Director, Tobacco and Peanuts Division, 
ASCS, Department of Agriculture, P.O. 
Box 2415, Washington, D.C. 20013. 
Comments received may be inspected at 
Room 5750 South Building, USDA, 
between 8:15 a.m. and 4:45 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David L. Kincannon (ASCS}, 202-382-— 
0154. The Final Regulatory Impact 
Analysis has been prepared and is 
available upon request. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
Interim Rule has been reviewed under 
USDA procedures established in 
accordance with Executive Order 12291 
and Secretary's Memorandum No. 1512- 
1 and has been classified “not major”. It 
has been determined that this rule will 
not result in: (1) An annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; (2) a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State and local governments, or 
geographical regions; or (3) significant 
adverse effects on competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign based enterprises in 
domestic or export markets. 
Information collection requirements 
contained in 7 CFR Part 1446 have been 
approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) in accordance with 
the provisions of 44 U.S.C. Chapter 35 
and have been assigned OMB Numbers 
0560-0003, 0560-0006, 0560-0014, 0560- 
0015, 0560-0023, 0560-0024, 0560-0076, 
0560-0102, 0560-0107, and 0560-0108. 
The title and number of the Federal 
assistance program to which this rule 
applies are: Commodity Loans and 
Purchases, 10.051, as found in the 
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. 
It has been determined that the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act is net 
applicable to this rule since CCC is not 
required by 5 U.S.C. 553 or any other 


provision of law to publish a notice of 
proposed rulemaking with respect to the 
subject matter of this rule. 

Preparations for contracting for 1984 
crop additional peanuts have already 
begun within the industry. In order to 
make the limited change in the 
contracting procedures for additional 
peanuts as provided for in this Interim 
Rule effective for the 1984 crop year, it is 
necessary that the Interim Rule be 
published and made effective 
immediately. Producers and handlers 
need to know at the earliest possible 
date if the form which previously was 
required to be used for the contracting 
of additional peanuts will also be 
required for the 1984 crop, especially 
since producers and handlers may wish 
to vary their agreements from those of 
past years based on their experiences 
with the short 1983 crop. Aside from 
basic informational items, the form 
contract, now eliminated, contained 
provisions related to delivery 
obligations and liens, as well as pre- 
printed optional provisions. The form 
also included a section entitled “other 
previsions” which allowed the handler 
and producer to add supplementary 
terms and conditions to the contract. 

For the reasons set forth above, it has 
been determined that this Interim Rule 
shall become effective upon the date of 
publication in the Federal Register. 
However, comments are solicited with 
respect to the Interim Rule for a period 
of 60 days after publication of this 
document in the Federal Register. A 
final rule discussing any comments 
received and any amendment’ this 
Interim Rule which may be required will 
be published in the Federal Register as 
soon as possible. 

Section 359 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
provides that additional peanuts (i.e., 
peanuts grown in excess of a quota or 
without a quota) must be: (1) Pledged as 
price support loan collateral at the 
additional loan rate, or (2) marketed for 
crushing or for export in accordance 
with contracts entered into between 
handlers and producers. Section 359 also 
provides that contracts for additional 
peanuts must be submitted to the 
Secretary of Agriculture for approval 
prior to April 15 of the year in which 
such peanuts are grown. 

CCC has required for past crops that 
all additional peanut contracts be 
submitted on Form CCC-1005 (“Handler 
Contract with Producers for Purchase of 
Additional Peanuts for Crushing or 
Export”). The use of Form CCC-1005 
was designed to provide a standard 
contract to better enable county 
Agricultural Stabilization and 


Conservation Service (ASCS) offices to 
approve or disapprove such contracts as 
required by the 1938 Act. However, 
complaints have been received 
suggesting that the form favors, in some 
instances, one party over another. Upon 
reviewing contracting procedures for 
additional peanuts, it has been 
determined by the agency that the Form 
CCC-1005 should be eliminated in order 
to provide increased flexibility to the 
parties in arriving at mutually agreeable 
terms and conditions for contracting 
additional peanuts. Elimination of the 
form and the requirement previously 
contained in § 1446.54 that contracts be 
filed on Form CCC-1005 will also 
emphasize that contracts for additional 
peanuts involve private undertakings 
between handlers and producers, 
although CCC bears an interest in 
ensuring that additional peanuts are 
properly handled once the peanuts are 
delivered under any such contract. 
Although the form has been eliminated, 
all additional peanuts contracts 
submitted for approval must still, at a 
minimum, contain those items specified 
by § 1446.54(a) of the regulations. Those 
items include, among other things, 
specifications of quantity and price and 
the signatures of the parties. Except for 
the elimination of the form and the 
requirement that additional peanuts 
contracts be submitted on the form, the 
contracting procedure and the 
regulations governing additional peanut 
contracts have not been changed. The 
specific terms and conditions of 
individual contracts are the 
responsibility of the producer and 
handler. Further, approval of an 
additional peanut contract by a county 
ASCS office does not constitute a 
determination of the respective rights 
and obligations of the handler and 
producer in the event of a dispute. 

In addition to the revision of § 1446.54 
to eliminate the requirement that Form 
CCC-1005 be used for additional peanut-- 
contracts, a new § 1446.67 has been 
added to include the control numbers for 
Part 1446 issued by OMB pursuant to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1446 


Loan programs—agriculture, Peanuts, 
Price support programs, Warehouses. 


Interim Rule 
PART 1446—[ AMENDED] 
Accordingly, 7 CFR Part 1446 is 
amended as follows: 
1. The table of contents to Subpart— 
General Regulations Governing 1982 


through 1985 Crops Peanut Warehouse 
Storage Loans and Handler Operations 
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is amended by adding the following 
entry for section 1446.67 as follows: 


* * * * * 


1446.67—Paperwork Reduction Act 
Assigned Numbers 


2. Section 1446.54 is amended by 
removing paragraph (d), redesignating 
paragraphs (e), (f), and (g), as (d), (e), 
and (f} respectively, and by revising 
paragraph (a) to read as follows: 


(a) Contracts between handlers and 
producers. Handlers who have a U.S. 
address may contract with producers to 
by additional peanuts from producers 
for crushing or exportation, or both: 
Provided however, That producers 
approved as producer-handlers under 
Part 1421 of this title, for the purpose of 
immediate buyback of their additional 
peanuts, may not contract with them 
selves. All contracts for sales of 
additional peanuts shall be completed 
and submitted to the county office for 
approval prior to April 15 of the year in 
which the crop is produced. Such 
contracts cannot be:sold or traded, 
except under the terms and conditions 
specified in paragraph (b) of this 
section. Contracts, in order to be 
approved by the county committee, shall 
include at least the following: 

(i) The name and address of the 
producer; 

(ii) The State and County code of the 
State and County in which the 
additional peanuts are to be produced; 

(iii) The name, and address of the 
handler, and registration number; 

(iv) The amount of Segregation 1, 
Segregation 2, or Segregation 3 peanuts 
in pounds; 

(v) The contract price shown as a 
percentage of the quota peanut support 
rate; 

(vi) The signature of the producer; 
and, 

(vii) The signature of the handler or 
authorized agent of the handler. 


* * * * * 


3. Section 1446.67 is added to read as 
follows: 


§ 1446.67 Paperwork Reduction Act 
Assigned Numbers. 

The information collection 
requirements contained in these 
regulations (7 CFR 1446) have been 
approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) in accordance with 
44 U.S.C. Chapter 35 and have been 
assigned OMB Control Numbers 0560- 
0003, 0560-0006, 0560-0014, 0560-0015, 
0560-0023, 0560-0024, 0560-0076, 0560— 
0102, 0560-0107, and 0560-0108. 


Secs. 4 and 5, 62 Stat. 1070, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 714 b and c); Secs. 101, 
108A, 401, et seq., 63 Stat. 1051, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 1441, 1445c-1, 1421, et seq.); Secs. 
359, 375, 52 Stat. 31, 64, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
1359, 1375), 

Signed at Washington, D.C. on December 1, 

1983. 
Everett Rank, 
Executive Vice President, Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 
[FR Doc. 63~-32508 Filed 12-2-83; 9:44 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-05-™ 


Farmers Home Administration 


7 CFR Part 1944 . 


Section 502 Rural Housing Loan 
Policies, Procedures, and 
Authorizations 


AGENCY: Farmers Home Administration, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule; correction. 


SUMMARY: The Farmers Home 
Administration (FmHA) corrects a final 
rule published September 9, 1983 (48 FR 
40697). In the amendment to FmHA’s 
regulation regarding Section 502 Rural 
Housing loans, published on September 
9, 1983, the phrase “as a citizen” was 
inadvertently not carried over from the 
previously published version of the 
regulation. The intent of this action is to 
incorporate this phrase back into the 
regulation. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joyce M. Halasz, Loan Specialist, Single 
Family Housing Processing Division, 
Farmers Home Administration, USDA, 
Room 5351, South Agriculture Building, 
14th and Independence Avenue, SW, 
Washington, DC, 20250,. Telephone (202) 
382-1489. 


PART 1944—HOUSING 


The following correction is made in 
FR Doc. 83-24700 appearing on pages 
40697 and 40698 in the issue of 
September 9, 1983. 

Paragraph (c) of § 1944.9 appearing on 
page 40698 is corrected to read as 
follows: 


§ 1944.9 Other eligibility requirements. 


(c) Be a natural person (individual) 
who resides as a citizen in any of the 50 
States, the commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Marianas, or the Trust 
Territory of the Western Pacific Islands, 
or a noncitizen who resides in one of the 
foregoing areas after being legally 


admitted for permanent residence or on 
indefinite parole. Permanent residents 
will verify their status by presentation 
of Form I-151 or Form I-551, “Alien 
Registration Receipt Card,” or any later 
revision of the form. Those on indefinite 
parole must present Form I-94, “Arrival/ 
Departure Card,” or any later revision of 
the form. If the authenticity of the 
information shown on the aliens’s 
identification document is questioned, 
the County Supervisor may request the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(INS) to verify the information appearing 
on the alien’s identification card by 
completing INS Form G-641, 
“Application for Verification of 
Information from Immigration and 
Naturalization Records” (obtainable 
from the nearest INS District. See 
Exhibit B of this Subpart), and mailing 
the form to-INS. The payment of a 
service fee by FmHA to INS is waived 
by inserting in the upper right hand 
corner of INS Form G-641, the following: 
“INTERAGENCY LAW 
ENFORCEMENT REQUEST”. 
(42 U.S.C. 1480; 7 CFR 2.23; 7 CFR 2.70) 
Dated: November 8, 1983. 
Charles W. Shuman, 
Administrator, Farmers Home 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 83-32593 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-07-M 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


immigration and Naturalization 
Service 


8 CFR Part 238 


Contracts With Transportation Lines; 
Addition of Faucett Peruvian Airlines 


AGENCY: Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Justice. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule adds Faucett 
Peruvian Airlines to the list of carriers 
which have entered into agreements 
with the Service to guarantee the 
passage through the United States in 
immediate and continuous transit of 
aliens destined to foreign countries. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 16, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Loretta J. Shogren, Director, Policy 
Directives and Instructions, Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, 425 Eye 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20536, 
Telephone: (202) 633-3048. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
amendment to 8 CFR 238.3 is published 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552. The 
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Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization Service entered into an 
agreement with Faucett Peruvian 
Airlines on November 16, 1983 to 
guarantee passage through the United 
States in immediate and continuous 
transit of aliens destined to foreign 
coufitries. 

The agreement provides for the 
waiver of certain documentary 
requirements and facilitates the air 
travel of passengers on international 
flights while passing through the United 
States. 

Compliance with 5 U.S.C. 553 as to 
notice of proposed rulemaking and 
delayed effective date is unnecessary 
because the amendment merely makes 
an editorial change to the listing of 
transportational lines. 

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the 
Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization certifies that the rule will 
not have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

This order constitutes a notice to the 
public under 5 U.S.C. 552 and is not a 
rule within the definition of section 1{a) 
of E.O. 12291. 


List of Subjects in 8 CFR Part 238 


Airlines, Aliens, Government 
contracts, Travel, Travel restriction. 

Accordingly, 8 CFR Part 238 is 
amended as follows: 


PART 238—CONTRACTS WITH 
TRANSPORTATION LINES 


§ 238.3 [Amended] 

In § 238.3 Aliens in immediate and 
continuous transit, the listing of 
transportation lines in paragraph (b) 
Signatory lines is amended by: 

1. Adding in alphabetical sequence, 
“Faucett Peruvian Airlines”. 

(Secs. 103, 66 Stat. 173 (8 U.S.C. 1103); 238, 
66 Stat. 202 (8 U.S.C. 1228)) 

Dated: November 29, 1983. 

Andrew J. Carmichael, Jr., 

Associate Commissioner, Examinations, 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
[FR Doc. 83-32559 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4410-10-M 


8 CFR Part 238 


Contracts With Transportation Lines; 
United Airlines, Inc. 


AGENCY: Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Justice. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule adds United 
Airlines, Inc. to the listing of carriers 
which have entered into agreements 


with the Service for the preinspection of 
their passengers and crews at locations 
outside the United States. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 16, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Loretta J. Shogren, Director, Policy 
Directives and Instructions, Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, 425 Eye 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20536, 
Telephone: (202) 633-3048. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Commissioner of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service has entered into 
an agreement with United Airlines, Inc. 
to provide for the preinspection of its 
passengers and crews as provided by 
section 238(b) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, as amended (8 U.S.C. 
1228(b)). Preinspection outside the 
United States facilitates processing 
passengers and crews upon arrival at a 
U.S. port of entry and is a convenience 
to the traveling public. 

Compliance with 5 U.S.C. 553 as to 
notice of proposed rulemaking and 
delayed effective date is unnecessary 
because the amendment merely adds an 
air carrier to the present listing and is 
editorial in nature. 

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the 
Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization certifies that the rule will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities. 

This order constitutes a notice to the 
public under 5 U.S.C. 552 and is not a 
rule within the definition of section 1(a) 
of E.O. 12291. 


List of Subjects in 8 CFR Part 238 


Airlines, Aliens, Government 
contracts, Travel, Travel restriction. 


Accordingly, 8 CFR Part 238 is 
amended as follows: 


PART 238—CONTRACTS WITH 
TRANSPORTATION LINES 


§ 238.4 [Amended] 


Section 238.4 is amended as follows: 

1. Add in alphabetical order, “United 
Airlines, Inc.”, under “At Freeport.” 
(Secs. 103, 66 Stat. 173 (8 U.S.C. 1103); 238, 66 
Stat. 202 (8 U.S.C. 1228)) 

Dated: December 1, 1983. 


Andrew J. Carmichael, Jr., 

Associate Commissioner, Examinations, 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
{FR Doc. 83-32558 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4410-10-M 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
16 CFR Part 3 


Amendment to Commission Rules of 
Practice; Correction 


AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Correction. 


SUMMARY: This document corrects a 
Commission document previously 
published in the Federal Register on 
Monday, Nov. 21, 1983. In addition to the 
rules amendment contained in the 
previous notice, cross references in the 
redesignated paragraphs (c) and (e) 
were not mentioned. 

DATE: These corrections are effective 
December 7, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Clarence R. Laing, Office of the General 
Counsel, Federal Trade Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20580. (202) 523-3722. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In FR 
Doc. 83-31094, appearing in the Federal 
Register issued for Monday, Nov. 21, 
1983, 48 FR 52576, Section 3.51 was 
amended by revising paragraph (a), 
redesignating paragraphs (b) through (d) 
as (c) through (e), respectively, and 
adding a new paragraph (b). Cross 
references in the redesignated 
paragraphs are being changed to 
conform with those redesignations. 

In paragraph (c)(1), the reference to 
(b)(2) shall be changed to (c)(2). 

In paragraph (c)(3), reference to (b)(1) 
shall be changed to (c)(1). 

In paragraph (e)(2), the reference to 
(b)(1) shall be changed to (c)(1). 


Emily H. Rock, 

Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-32556 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


17 CFR Part 211 
[Release No. SAB-55] 


Staff Accounting Bulletin No. 55 


AGENCY: Securities and Exchange . 
Commission. 


ACTION: Publication of Staff Accounting 
Bulletin. 


SUMMARY: This Staff Accounting 
Bulletin expresses the staff's views 
concerning the allocation of expenses 
and related disclosure in financial 
statements of subsidiaries, divisions, or 
lesser business components of another 
entity. This Bulletin also amends Section 
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D of Topic 4 relating to the issuance of 
shares prior to an initial public offering. 


DATE: November 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Robert Lavery or Michael P. McLaughlin, 
Office of the Chief Accountant 
(202—272—2130) or Howard P. Hodges, Jr. 
or James O’Brien, Division of 
Corporation Finance (202—272—2553), 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20549. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
statements in Staff Accounting Bulletins 
are not rules or interpretations of the 
Commission nor are they published as 
bearing the Commission's official 
approval; they represent interpretations 
and practices followed by the Division 
of Corporation Finance and the Office of 
the Chief Accountant in administering 
the disclosure requirements of the 
Federal securities laws. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 

Secretary. 

November 30, 1983. 


PART 211—{AMENDED] 


Accordingly, Part 211 of Title 17 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is amended 
by adding Staff Accounting Bulletin No. 
55 to the table found in Subpart B. 


Staff Accounting Bulletin No. 55 


The staff hereby adds Section B to 
Topic 1 of the Staff Accounting Bulletin 
Series. Section B discusses the staff's 
approach in particular situations to the 
allocation of expenses and related 
disclosure in financial statements of 
subsidiaries, divisions, or lesser 
business components of another entity. 

The staff also hereby amends the 
Facts and the Question in Section D of 
Topic 4 of the Staff Accounting Bulletin 
Series, and adds a second question to 
that Section. Section D relates to the 
issuance of shares to selected persons 
prior to an initial public offering. 


Topic 1: Financial Statements 


* * * * * 


B. Allocation of Expenses and Related 
Disclosure in Financial Statements of 
Subsidiaries, Divisions or Lesser 
Business Components of Another Entity 


Facts: A company (the registrant) 
operates as a subsidiary of another 
company (parent). Certain expenses 
incurred by the parent on behalf of the 
subsidiary have not been charged to the 
subsidiary in the past. The subsidiary 
files a registration statement under the 
Securities Act of 1933 in connection with 
an initial public offering. 


1. Costs Reflected in Historical Financial 
Statements 


Question 1: Should the subsidiary’s 
historical income statements reflect all 
of the expenses that the parent incurred 
on its behalf? 

Interpretive Response: In general, the 
staff believes that the historical income 
statements of a registrant should reflect 
all of its costs of doing business. 
Therefore, in specific situations, the 
staff has required the subsidiary to 
revise its financial statements to include 
certain expenses incurred by the parent 
on its behalf. Examples of such 
expenses may include, but are not 
necesarily limited to the following 
(income taxes and interest are discussed 
separately below): 

1. Officer and employee salaries, 

2. Rent or depreciation, 

3. Advertising, 

4. Accounting and legal services, and 

5. Other selling, general and 
administrative expenses. 

When the subsidiary’s financial 
statements have been previously 
reported on by independent accountants 
and have been used other than for 
internal purposes, the staff has accepted 
a presentation that shows income before 
tax as previously reported, followed by 
adjustments for expenses not previously 
allocated, income taxes, and adjusted 
net income. 

Question 2: How should the amount of 
expenses incurred on the subsidiary's 
behalf by its parent be determined, and 
what disclosure is required in the 
financial statements? 

Interpretive Response: The staff 
expects any expenses clearly applicable 
to the subsidiary to be reflected in its 
income statements. However, the staff 
understands that in some situations a 
reasonable method of allocating 
common expenses to the subsidiary 
(e.g., incremental or proportional cost 
allocation) must be chosen because 
specific identification of expenses is not 
practicable. In these situations, the staff 
has required an explanation of the 
allocation method used in the notes to 
the financial statements along with 
management's assertion that the method 
used is reasonable. 

In addition, since agreements with 
related parties are by definition not at 
arms length and may be changed at any 
time, the staff has required footnote 
disclosure, when practicable, of 
management's estimate of what the 
expenses (other than income taxes and 
interest discussed separately below) 
would have been on a stand alone 
basis—that is, thé cost that would have 
been incurred if the subsidiary had 
operated as an unaffiliated entity. The 


disclosure has been presented for each 
year for which an income statement was 
required when such basis produced 
materially different results. 

Question 3: What are the staff's views 
with respect to the accounting for and 
disclosure of the subsidiary’s income tax 
expense? 

Interpretive Response: Recently, a 
number of parent companies have sold 
interests in subsidiaries, but have 
retained sufficient ownership interesis 
to permit continued inclusion of the 
subsidiaries in their consolidated tax 
returns. The staff believes that it is 
material to investors to know what the 
effect on income would have been if the 
registrant had not been eligible to be 
included in a consolidated income tax 
return with its parent. Some of these 
subsidiaries have calculated their tax 
provision on the separate return basis, 
which the staff believes is the preferable 
method. Others, however, have usec! 
different allocation methods. When the 
historical income statements in the filing 
do not reflect the tax provision on the 
separate return basis, the staff has 
required a pro forma income statement 
for the most recent year and interim 
period reflecting a tax provision 
calculated on the separate return basis. 

Question 4: Should the historical 
income statements reflect a charge for 
interest on intercompany debt if no such 
charge had been previously provided? 

Interpretive Response: The staff 
generally believes that financial 
statements are more useful to investors 
if they reflect all costs of doing business, 
including interest costs. Because of the 
inherent difficulty in distinguishing the 
elements of a subsidiary’s capital 
structure, the staff has not insisted that 
the historical income statements include 
an interest charge on intercompany debt 
if such a charge was not provided in the 
past, except when debt specifically 
related to the operations of the 
subsidiary and previously carried on the 
parent's books will henceforth be 
recorded in the subsidiary’s books. In 
any case, financing arrangements with 
the parent must be discussed in a note 
to the financial statements. In this 
connection, the staff has taken the 
position that, where an interest charge 
on intercompany debt has not been 
provided, appropriate disclosure would 
include an analysis of the intercompany 
accounts as well as the average balance 
due to or from related parties for each 
period for which an income statement is 
required. The analysis of the 
intercompany accounts has taken the 
form of a listing of transactions (e.g., the 
allocation of costs to the subsidiary, 
intercompany purchases, and cash 





54812 Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


transfers between entities) for each 
period for which an income statement 
was required, reconciled to the 
intercompany accounts reflected in the 
balance sheets. 


2. Pro Forma Financial Statements and 
Earnings Per Share 


Question: What disclosure should be 
made if the registrant's historical 
financial statements are not indicative 
of the ongoing entity (e.g. tax or other 
cost sharing agreements will be 
terminated or revised)? 

Interpretive Response: The 
registration statement should include 
pro forma income statements which are 
prepared in accordance with Article 11 
of Regulation S—X and reflect the impact 
of terminated or revised cost sharing 
agreements and other significant 
changes. In these cases, the staff has 
insisted that historical earnings per 
share data be deleted from the face of 
the historical income statements 
because this data is not considered 
relevant and allowed pro forma per 
share data only for the most recent year 
and interim period. 


3. Other Matters 


Question: What is the staff's position 
with respect to dividends declared by 
the subsidiary subsequent to the 
balance sheet date? 

Interpretative Response: The staff has 
insisted that such dividends either be 
given retroactive effect in the balance 
sheet with appropriate footnote 
disclosure, or reflected in a pro forma 
balance sheet. In addition, when the 
dividends were to be paid from the 
proceeds of the offering, the staff has 
required deletion of historical per share 
data and inclusion of pro forma per 
share data (for the latest year and 
interim period only) giving effect to the 
number of shares whose proceeds were 
to be used to pay the dividend. The staff 
has also required a similar presentation 
when dividends exceeded earnings in 
the current year, even though the stated 
use of proceeds was other than for the 
payment of dividends. In these 
situations, pro forma per share data 
gave effect to the increase in the number 
of shares which, when multiplied by the 
offering price, would have been 
sufficient to replace the capital in excess 
of earnings being withdrawn. 


* * * * 


Topic 4: Equity Accounts 
D. Cheap Stock 


Facts: Common Stock (referred to as 
“cheap stock”) is issued to selected 
persons prior to an initial public offering 


for a price substantially less than the 
public offering price. 

Question 1: How should cheap stock 
be treated in calculating earnings per 
share data? 

Interpretive Response: Because of the 
nominal consideration typically 
received for the stock, weighted 
averages should not be used when 
computing per share data required by 
Accounting Principles Board Opinion 
No. 15. Rather, for purposes of 
calculating earnings per share, cheap 
stock issued during the twelve month 
period prior to an initial public offering 
must be treated as outstanding for all 
reported periods in the same manner as 
a stock split or recapitalization effected 
contemporaneously with the initial 
public offering. 

Question 2: What treatment is 
appropriate for stock options, warrants, 
or other potentially dilutive instruments 
granted or issued during the twelve 
month period prior to an initial public 
offering? 

Interpretive Response: The treatment 
should generally be the same as that 
afforded cheap stock, i.e., where the 
exercise price is less than the proposed 
public offering price, the earnings per 
share data should be calculated, using 
the treasury stock method, as if they had 
been outstanding for all reported 
periods. 

{FR Doc. 83-32496 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Forest Service 
36 CFR Part 223 


Extension of Certain Timber Sale 
Contracts 


AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA. 
ACTION: Adoption of Final Policy. 


SUMMARY: The Forest Service hereby 
gives notice of adoption of final policy 
on extension of certain National Forest 
timber sale contracts bid before January 
1, 1982. A notice of interim policy to 
extend certain timber sales was 
published August 26, 1983 at 48 FR 
38862. A correction in the deadline for 
public comment was published August 
31, 1983 (48 FR 39482) and a clarification 
of the interim policy was published 
September 9, 1983 (48 FR 40754). Under 
this policy extensions of National Forest 
timber sale contracts can be granted for 
a maximum of 5 years and can provide 
purchasers an opportunity to mix 
previously purchased high priced timber 
with more recent lower-priced sales and 


thus.to obtain a more economical 
operating base. Unless this action is 
taken promptly, a number of purchasers 
could be facing imminent contract 
default which could disrupt employment 
and the economies of forested areas of 
the country. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 7, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Wendall Jones, Timber Management 
Staff, Forest Service, USDA, P.O. Box 
2417, Washington, DC 20013, (202) 447- 
4051. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


In October 1981 the Forest Service 
granted extensions of up to 2 years on 
National Forest timber sales in response 
to severely depressed markets. On July 
27, 1983, the President authorized the 
Secretary of Agriculture upon a finding 
of substantial, overriding public interest, 
to grant extensions of certain timber 
sale contracts without interest for a 
maximum of 5 years. On August 18, the 
Chief of the Forest Service pursuant to 
delegated authority, made such a 
finding. A notice of interim policy to 
extend certain National Forest timber 
sales was published August 25, 1983 (48 
FR 38862). 

Briefly, the interim policy applied only 
to certain sales bid between January 1, 
1976, and January 1, 1982. A purchaser 
could apply for contract extensions of 
up to 5 years by preparation of a Multi- 
Sale Extension Plan. The interim policy 
included additional provisions relating 
to road construction, deposits, 
reappraisal of timber, and calculation of 
default damages. 

The interim policy also provided for 
interim modifications and conditional 
extensions in advance of preparation 
and approval of Multi-Sale Extension 
Plans so that contracts that otherwise 
would terminate could qualify for 
extension. On September 9 at 48 FR 
40754, the Forest Service issued a notice 
clarifying the procedures purchasers 
should use in preparation of the Multi- 
Sale Extension Plans. In addition, the 
Forest Service indicated that no Multi- 
Sale Extension Plan would be approved 
until public comment on the interim 
policy was considered and a final policy 
adopted. 

It was also noted that the interim and 
final policy would be implemented 
through amendment of Title 2400 of the 
Forest Service Manual which is the 
basic source of administrative direction 
to Forest Service personnel. 
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Public Comment on Major Provisions 


The Forest Service received 45 written 
responses on the interim policy. 
Comments came from timber sale 
purchasers, timber trade associations, 
Forest Service work units, and one 
conservation and education 
organization. Diverse comments were 
received. Only a limited number of 
general responses discussed the policy 
as a whole. Most parties elected to 
address only those items they believed 
should be changed. Full attention has 
been given to the comments received, 
and the policy to be implemented has 


substantial support in the agency record. 


The comments on various components 
of the interim policy are addressed in 
the order they appeared in the interim 
policy. 


1. Length of Extensions 


Many of the respondents objected to 
allowing only 5-year extensions on the 
basis that more time is needed for the 
market to improve enough to enable an 
economical mix of lower priced timber 
with the more expensive timber under 
contract. On the other hand, other 
respondents were concerned about 
unplanned environmental effects that 
could occur because of the long delays 
in harvesting extended sales. 

An environmental assessment was 
prepared to consider the implications of 
alternative actions which could be 
taken. Agency analysis shows that 
extension of sales under the interim 
policy would not delay timber harvest 
much longer than the other actions 
considered, including the alternative of 
not taking relief action. If extensions 
were granted for more than 5 years, 
there would be increased possibilities 
for adverse environmental impacts 
because many of the sales would then 
be more than 10-years long. 
Furthermore, contrary to some of the 
views submitted, economic data 
indicate that there are opportunities for 
significant improvements in the forest 
products markets within the next 5- 
years and that this time period will 
allow for more economical harvest of 
some of the existing sales. 

The interim policy stated that 
contracts which had received 2-year 
extensions under the 1981 extension 
policy would also be eiigible for 5-year 
extensions under the multi-sale 
extension program. The 1981 extension 
policy applied to sales that were 
purchased prior to January 1, 1981 and 
expired before April 1, 1985. Comments 
were received suggesting that 
application of the 1981 extension policy 
be changed so that sales expiring 
between April 1, 1985 and January 1, 


1986 would also qualify for 2-year 
extensions. These extensions would be 
in addition to the 5-year extensions 
under the multi-sale extension program. 
The interim policy purposely did not 
change practices of the 1981 policy in 
order to avoid complicating or 
contradicting past decisions made by 
purchasers based on that policy. Only a 
few purchasers and sales would benefit 
from such a change and even without 
this change, those sales could still 
qualify for a 5-year extension. 
Accordingly, the provision is retained in 
the final policy. 

Comments were received stating that 
the stumpage rate adjustment 
procedures which have recently been 
implemented in western Washington 
and Oregon would minimize the ability 
of newer sales to balance the high costs 
of National Forest timber currently 
under contract. Stumpage rate 
adjustment factors have been in use for 
several years in those western National 
Forests outside western Washington 
and Oregon. Experience with stumpage 
rate adjustment does not indicate that it 
would eliminate the opportunity to 
“average down” the earlier, high priced 
sales. In addition, if historic fluctuations 
in the forest products market continue, 
stumpage rate adjustment could result in 
lower timber prices for the timber sale 
purchasers during the low phases for the 
market cycle. 


2. Minimum Criteria 


The interim policy required that 
timber sale contracts meet certain 
minimum criteria in order-to qualify for 
a 5-year extension. 

Criterion #1. “The contract is for a 
sawtimber or pulpwood sales.” None of 
the respondents expressed a need to 
include contracts for other forest 
products. 

Criterion #2. “The contract as bid 
after January 1, 1976, and before 
January 1, 1982.” Several parties 
expressed concern about limiting 
eligibility to those contracts bid after 
January 1, 1976. A number of timber 
sales bid before January 1, 1976 have 
received contract term adjustments as a 
result of Forest Service requests to 
harvest other timber in urgent need of 
removal. 

In response to these situations, sales 
bid between January 1, 1970 and January 
1, 1976, will be considered eligible for 
extension under this policy if they 
received contract term adjustments 
totaling one-year or more to implement 
environmental modifications, changes in 
road design, or to log salvage timber. 

Criterion #3. “The purchaser is in 
substantial compliance with the terms 
of the contract.” The major concern 


expressed was that this criterion should 
not be used to force contract 
compliance. These respondents believe 
that a bona fide dispute should follow 
the avenues available for resolving 
contractual disputes without the penalty 
of excluding the sale from the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan. 

In response to this comment, 
implementing instructions will provide 
that sales that are not in substantial 
compliance with the timber sale 
contract may be tentatively included in 
Multi-Sale Extension Plan if the 
Contracting Officer decides that there is 
a bona fide dispute concerning non- 
compliance. 

Criterion #4. “Less then 25 percent of 
the remaining estimated volume of 
material is subject to rapid 
deterioration.” 

Criterion #5. “The contract was not 
awarded to assist in the control of forest 
pest epidemics.” A number of 
respondents suggested that these two 
criteria were similar, and that the Forest 
Service should consider each sale on a 
case-by-case basis. Under this 
approach, the purchaser would be 
permitted to include the sale in the 
Multi-Sale Extension Plan upon 
agreement to a priority removal 
schedule for the sale. 

There are situations when the earliest 
removal of deteriorating timber or the 
most timely assistance in control of 
forest pest epidemics would occur if the 
purchaser agreed to harvest the affected 
timber in 1984. In some cases, a 1985 
harvest date might be acceptable. 
Therefore, if the Contracting Officer 
decides that the objectives of these two 
criteria can best be met by extending 
the sales, sales with more than 25 
percent of the remaining material 
subject to rapid deterioration or sales 
made to assist in the control of a forest 
pest epidemic may be included in a 
Multi-Sale Extension Plan if the 
purchaser agrees to a priority removal 
date for the affected timber established 
by the Forest Service. 

An additional criterion of a 
“constructive needs test” was proposed 
by one respondent. Under this proposal, 
purchasers would have to demonstrate a 
financial need before their sales would 
be eligible for 5-year extensions. The 
Forest Service believes that the public 
interest conditions of the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan will dissuade those who 
do not need the 5-year extensions for 
economic viability from participating in 
the program. 


3. Multi-Sale Extension Plan Schedules 


The interim policy provided that, in 
order to be acceptable, a Multi-Sale 
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Extension Plan must provide for 
completion of operations on National 
Forest timber sales within the extended 
contract period. Moreover, the Forest 
Service would not approve a schedule 
that deferred disproportionate volumes 
of timber to the last years of the plan. To 
be acceptable, the harvest schedule 
would have to include timber harvest 
rates that meet the requirements of one 
of two alternatives (48 FR 40754). 

Many respondents stated that there 
should be more flexibility in the harvest 
schedule. They commented that changes 
in the schedules should be permitted for 
the following conditions: 

—Deletion or addition of qualifying 
sales from the list of sales in the harvest 
schedule; 

—Overruns and underruns in the 
volume harvested from extended sales; 

—Conversion of sales to terms of the 
5-year extensions prior to the current 
termination dates of the sales; and, 

—Changes between alternative 
harvest schedule requirements. 

In addition, some parties suggested 
that provisions for market related 
contract term modifications be included 
in sales to provide more scheduling 
flexibility in case markets plummet 
again. 

Under the final policy purchasers will 
use harvest schedules in the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plans to plan operations on 
National Forest timber sales which will 
be extended. Other National Forest 
timber sales which meet the eligibility 
requirements for extension may also be 
included in these schedules. 

One of the major objectives of the 
Multi-Sale Extension Plan policy is 
steady harvest of the National Forest 
timber under contract. Future events 
may affect the purchaser's plans for 
timber harvest. There is some flexibility 
in the plan to accommodate this. 
However, because of the importance of 
completing the sales in the harvest 
schedule, except for two situations it is 
not appropriate to permit addition or 
deletion of sales in the harvest schedule 
once the plan is approved. One 
exception is when the purchaser sells its 
entire business or merges with another 
firm. Third-Party Agreements for 
operation of a sale are a basis for 
change. If a Regional Forester decides 
that the objective of the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan can best be met by 
allowing these changes, the harvest 
schedule can be changed. In this event, 
only the sales directly involved in the 
mergers or Third-Party Agreements 
could be added to or deleted from the 
schedule, and the harvest schedule 
levels would have to be recalculated. 

If the total volume harvested from a 
sale underruns the volume that was 


estimated in the sale, complete harvest 
of the included timber will meet the 
requirements for that sale and the 
harvest schedule of the plan. If harvest 
of all the volume from a sale in the 
harvest schedule results in a substantial 
overrun, the harvest schedule may be 
modified. 

Several respondents suggested that 
purchasers should be permitted to end a 
current contract or an existing extension 
prior to the current termination. This 
way purchasers could have more 
opportunity to respond to their market 
conditions. 

In response to this suggestion, the 
Forest Service concluded that early 
conversion of sales in their original 
contract period could provide a 
purchaser a chance to respond to 
anticipated market conditions, and such 
a conversion would not be adverse to 
the public interest. However, once a 
purchaser has agreed to both the 
conditions of an earlier extension and to 
the conditions of the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan, it may not be in the 
public interest to change to the 
provisions of the 5-year extension 
before the requirements of the earlier 
extension are met. 

Therefore, under the final policy 
purchasers may convert those sales 
which have not previously been 
extended to 5-year extension provisions 
prior to the current termination date. 
These conversions can only be used to 
shorten the current contract period by 
yearly increments. For example, if a sale 
that has not previously been extended 
will terminate on March 31, 1986, 
conversions to the 5-year extension 
provisions could only be made on March 
31, 1984 or March 31, 1985. Early 
conversion to 5-year extension will not 
be permitted for previously extended 
sales once the Multi-Sale Extension Plan 
is approved. 

The Forest Service is continuing to 
look into the feasibility of market 
related contract modifications; however, 
at this time it is not anticipated that 
such contact provisions will be added at 
the time sales under the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan are extended. 

The interim and final policies provide 
two alternative methods of scheduling 
sales, both of which provide a steady 
harvest of sales. The ability to choose 
between the alternatives will provide 
purchasers a great deal of flexibility to 
respond to their individual needs. 
Therefore, based upon the comments 
received, purchasers may change from 
one scheduling alternative to the other if 
they are in compliance with the removal 
schedule or removal schedule payment 
provisions in their contracts. In this 
event the harvest schedule for the 


remaining Multi-Sale Extension Plan 
period would be recalculated at the time 
of the change. 

There was a comment that purchasers 
should be able to include any National 
Forest timber sale eligible for these 
extensions in the harvest schedule, even 
if the purchaser did not plan to extend 
the contract. We agree that this would 
provide the purchaser additional 
flexibility in planning timber harvest. 
Therefore, any eligible National Forest 
sale may be included in the harvest 
schedule. Sales with harvest planned 
before the current termination date will 
be modified to include provisions for a 
removal schedule and removal schedule 
payments prior to the operations 
planned in the harvest schedule. 


4. Submittal Date 


The iterim policy would require that a 
purchaser who wants 5-year extensions 
submit a Multi-Sale Extension Plan to 
the Forest Service by December 31, 1983. 
Many respondents pointed out a need 
for more time for purchasers to develop 
their Multi-Sale Extension Plans and 
suggested that the Multi-Sale Extension 
Plans be due the end of January, 
February, March, or 90 days from 
publication of the final notice in the 
Federal Register. 

There is a need to move forward with 
the implementation of the 5-year 
extensions and the management of the 
forest resources. At the same time, it is 
important that purchasers and Forest 
Service field units have time to 
assimilate the final policy in order to 
produce high quality plans. Therefore, 
purchasers will have until February 15, 
1984 to submit their plans to the Forest 
Service. 

If a purchaser’s harvest schedule sales 
are all on one National Forest, the Multi- 
Sale Extension Plan should be submitted 
to the Supervisor's office of that 
National Forest, unless informed 
otherwise by the Contracting Officer(s). 
If sales from more than one National 
Forest are included in the harvest 
schedule, a purchaser should submit the 
plan to the Supervisor of the National 
Forest with most of the plan volume. 


5. Timber Included in the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan 


The interim policy would require the 
purchaser to show all timber harvest 
commitments—National Forest, other 
federal, and non-federal purchases 
within the purchaser's manufacturing 
area. 

Respondents suggested that only 
National Forest timber sales be shown 
in the Multi-Sale Extention Plan. The 
information on other sales was 
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described as proprietary. Respondents 
also asked why the information was 
needed. Also, there were requests that 
the information on the non-federal sales 
be confidential if the information was 
required. In addition, one party 
suggested that eligibility for 5-year 
extensions not be reduced to only those 
who currently have logging or 
manufacturing capacity. 

The Forest Service believes that 
purchasers can make better decisions 
concering extension of National Forest 
timber sales if they consider all of their 
timber harvest obligations, and not just 
sales from the National Forest. 
However, the possible effects on 
competition that could occur if 
purchasers had to reveal their purchases 
of private timber also need 
consideration. Therefore, purchasers 
will not have to show private timber 
purchases in their Multiple-Sale 
Extension Plans. Information on public 
timber sales is currently public 
information. Therefore, disclosure of this 
information will not create competitive 
disadvantages. Including all public 
timber purchases in the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan will give purchasers a 
better tool for effectively scheduling the 
harvest of National Forest timber in 
conjunction with their operations on 
other timber. - 

Purchasers without current logging or 
manufacturing capacity are not 
precluded from participating in the 5- 
year extension program. 


6. Additional Conditions 


The interim policy provided that 
contracts to be extended under the 
policy must meet additional conditions. 
These conditions were the subject of 
many comments. 

Condition #1. “Roads specified for 
access to all timber to be removed 
during the extended contract period will 
be substantially completed within the 
first year of extension.’ There was an 
additional condition that sales which 
were modified to include a road 
completion date in conjunction with an 
extension under the 1981 extension 
policy would be bound by the earlier 
date. 

Some respondents expressed concern 
that the road construction requirements 
would result in additional costs because 
of the demand for road construction 
equipment and contractors during the 
first year of the Multi-Sale Extension 
Plans. Others requested that even 
contracts with early road completion 
dates be allowed the first year of the 
plan for road construction. Another 
requested that when completion of such 
roads would adversely impact roadless 
areas under consideration in any 


wilderness bill pending before either 
House of Congress, road completion 
dates be negotiated on a case-by-case 
basis so that construction would be 
completed at the latest possible time. 

Timely road completion is important 
for management of forest resources. 
Most of the purchasers who received 
contract extensions under the 1981 
extension policy have complied with the 
road completion requirements. Under 
the final policy, extended sales with 
1984 road completion dates may be 
included in the Multi-Sale Extension 
Plan even if road construction is not 
substantially completed at the time the 
purchaser submits a Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan. However, if the roads 
are not constructed on such sales by the 
road completion dates, the sales will be 
found to be in breach. 

The Forest Service has an agreement 
with Congress which provides for 
consideration of short delays in 
management activities upon request of 
the appropriate committee chairman 
when wilderness legislation is under 
consideration. Accordingly, if scheduled 
road construction is delayed by a 
Congressional Committee request, the 
Forest Service will negotiate changes in 
completion dates on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Condition #2. ‘To offset the 
Government's costs associated with the 
delay in performance, such as 
remarking trees and restaking roads, a 
purchaser will deposit $2 per thousand 
board feet of timber covered by the 
extension. In accordance with the 
Granger-Thye Act, this payment for the 
estimated costs is due prior to the time 
the extension is granted.” This condition 
generated more objections than any 
other provision of the interim policy. 
Many respondents termed the deposit a 
penalty that would drive purchasers 
further into the hole at a time of serve 
cash flow problems. Others agreed with 
the need for purchasers to pay the 
additional Government costs, but 
disagreed with the need to make the 
deposit at the time the sale was 
extended. Some suggested that deposits 
not be collected if it did not appear that 
work such as remarking and restaking 
was needed on a sale: Others 
recommended that $2 per thousand 
board feet be the maximum deposit, 
regardless of how much the work would 
actually cost. Some thought that a 
refund of unused deposits should be 
specified. 

The interim policy prescribed a $2 per 
thousand board foot deposit for these 
costs because this work will be needed 
on most of the sales, and it did not 
appear appropriate for the Government 
to bear this burden. The Forest Service 


recognized that this work would be 
more expensive on some sales than on 
others. They estimated that the cost of 
this work would average $2 per 
thousand board feet. Because this could 
be a significant sum for purchasers, it 
was decided to include this in the 
interim policy so that purchasers could 
take it into consideration when 
preparing their Multi-Sale Extension 
Plans. 

The major focus of the work covered 
by the deposit is to check‘each sale for 
the adequacy of timber marking and 
road staking, and where necessary, 
remarking, restaking and/or performing 
other work to refurbish identification of 
features shown on the sale area map. 
This work is necessitated by the effects 
of weather and time and would not have 
been necesary had the timber been cut 
under the terms of the original contract. 

The Forest Service continues to 
believe that $2 per thousand board feet 
is a reasonable estimate. We estimate 
the administrative costs of checking the 
marking, staking, and related work on a 
sale to be $1 per thousand board feet. 
Where this check indicates that 
additional work is needed, the Forest 
Service estimates that this additional 
work would cost up to $3 per thousand 
board feet. Some sales have recently 
been remarked, restaked, or otherwise 
refurbished as a condition of prior 
contract extensions. Additional work 
will not be needed on these sales. 

Based on the comments received, the 
final policy will not require the deposits 
for this additional work until just prior 
to the performance of the actual work 
and the start of the purchaser's 
operations. The amount of the deposit 
will be based on the estimated cost of 
doing the work. The deposits will range 
from $1 to $4 per thousand board feet. 
Sales which had been remarked or 
restaked under a previous extension will 
not be subject to this deposit. 

As a condition of extension, contracts 
will be modified at the time of extension 
to require an agreement for a deposit,- 
payable within 15 days of billing by the 
Forest Service, to cover the estimated 
costs of performance of this work. The 
agreement will be executed prior to the 
work and the purchaser's operations. 

The Forest Service still believes that ii 
is important that purchasers consider 
the costs of remarking timber, restaking 
roads, and related work when preparing 
their extension plans. Direction will be 
included in the Forest Service Manual 
for Contracting Officers, upon request of 
the purchaser, to provide an 
approximation of what these costs may 
be. Because subsequent field 
examination may show that other work 
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is needed, and because in many cases, 
years will pass between preparation of 
the extension plan and operations on 
the sale, the actual deposit may vary 
from the initial approximation. 

Condition #3. “The timber covered by 
the extension will be reappraised under 
terms set forth in the initial contract to 
establish rates applicable during the 
extension period. Rates during the 
extension period could be higher, but not 
lower than rates established in the initial 
contract.” A variety of comments 
and suggestions were received on this 
condition. Several parties suggested that 
the reappraisal be dropped and contract 
term adjustment be given instead of a 
contract term extension. Another 
respondent suggested that the methods 
of applying of bid premiums in the 
reappraisal be changed from those 
presently used. Several parties said that 
the reappraisal should be by the same 
method that was used in the original 
appraisal. In other words, they 
suggested that sales originally appraised 
under the residual value method should 
not be reappraised using transaction 
evidence appraisal methods. Some 
purchasers of tree measurement sales 
questioned how volume growth would 
be accommodated in the reappraisal. 
Many expressed concern about the 
possible increase in base rates to cover 
increased reforestation costs. 

National Forest timber sale contracts 
include specific criteria that must be met 
for contract term adjustments. Economic 
conditions which have resulted in the 
current problem of high priced sales do 
not meet these criteria. Therefore, the 
contract term adjustment provisions of 
the contract are not applicable. National 
Forest timber sale contracts do contain 
requirements that there will be 
reappraisals if the contract is extended. 
Therefore, in conformance with the 
original contract precepts, the extended 
timber will be reappraised. In 
accordance with current practice, the 
reappraisal will use data in effect 45 
days before the effective date of the 
extension. The method used in the 
original appraisal or the latest rate 
redetermination will be used in the 
reappraisai. 

National Forest tree measurement 
contracts include provision for adding 
growth to the quantity of timber sold if 
the contract is extended. This is 
necessary because the quantity used to 
determine the total price of tree 
measurement contracts is determined 
before the sale is sold. If the sale is not 
harvested within the original contract 
term, a purchaser could obtain the 
added growth volume free at the 
expense of the public. Therefore, if it 


was so provided in the original contract, 
purchasers who request extension of 
tree measurement sales will pay for the 
growth that occurred in the original 
contract period. Contracting Officers 
will calculate growth in the 5-year 
extension period so that the original 
intent of the contract will be met. 

Regulations of the Secretary of 
Agriculture require that contracts 
provide for regeneration of areas from 
which timber has been harvested. There 
have been increased costs for this 
required reforestation caused by 
inflation during the delay in logging the 
sale. These costs will be met, even if it 
requires increasing the minimum amount 
(base rates) the purchaser must pay for 
the sale. However, direction will be 
provided in the Forest Service Manual 
that base rates will be increased only by 
the amount of the increased cost of the 
required reforestation that is directly 
attributable to inflation during the delay 
in harvest. 

Condition #4. “After a Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan is approved those 
National Forest timber sale contracts to 
be extended shall be modified to 
implement the approved plan. An 
element of the approved plan will be 
inclusion of additional provisions for 
calculating damages for default.” There 
were many comments about the 
modifications that would be necessary 
to implement the plan. 

Many respondents objected to 
including new methods of calculating 
the damages resulting from the default 
of a contract. This change was called 
punitive, and it was stated that this 
condition would discourage 5-year 
extensions. Some respondents believe 
that many contracts would be defaulted 
now because it would be cheaper than 
extending the sales and possibly 
defaulting them later. 

The Forest Service does not believe 
that it is unreasonable to include the 
new damage calculations in the 
extended contracts. These damage 
calculations are similar to those that 
have been included in new sales since 
the spring of 1982. If timber from a 
defaulted contract is not offered for 
resale by the Forest Service, the 
calculation of damages will take into 
account the prevailing bidding 
experience in the locality. 

There were mixed comments about 
modifying the contracts to accomplish 
silvicultural objectives prescribed in the 
original sale. Some respondents thought 
that these modifications would be a 
further complicating factor in the 
extension process. 

Delays in harvesting the extended 
sales can result in additional expenses 


to protect the residual stand of trees or 
to accomplish additional regeneration 
measures. Direction will be provided in 
the Forest Service Manual that the only 
silvicultural changes made in a contract 
because of the 5-year extensions will be 
those made necessary by the 
purchaser's failure to complete the sale 
prior to the 5-year extension. 

Concerns were expressed about 
contract modifications relating to traffic 
management and road maintenance 
needed to help resolve problems 
anticipated because of the delays in 
timber removal. Some respondents had 
questions about the mechanics of these 
provisions, and others requested 
contract term adjustments if operations 
were delayed because of traffic 
management road rules. 

One of the objectives of a timber sale 
program is to schedule sales so that the 
timber can be moved efficiently and 
safely over the road system. The 5-year 
extensions may result in some roads 
being temporarily overloaded. Thus, 
new measures will be needed for 
effective management of the 
transportation system. The Contracting 
Officers of the sales involved and the 
purchasers will work out the most 
acceptable ways to accomplish 
transportation management. If the road 
rules delay a purchaser's scheduled 
operations on a sale, the purchaser may 
receive a contract term adjustment. 


Most respondents agreed on contract 
modifications to include a removal 
schedule to implement the Multi-Sale 
Extension Plan. 

Questions were raised about the 
possibility of contract modifications at 
the time of extension which would 
incorporate stumpage rate adjustment 
procedures into sales that had been sold 
at flat rates. Flat rate sales will not be 
converted to stumpage rate adjustment 
procedures as a condition of the 5-year 
extensions. 

Current timber sale contract 
provisions B4.226 and BT 4.226 are 
incompatible with the intent of the Debt 
Collection Act of 1982. Therefore, those 
provisions will be deleted at the time 
contracts are extended under the multi- 
sale extension program. There were 
many requests that purchasers be 
furnished a complete list of those 
provisions that would be used to modify 
their contracts. Respondents believe 
that unless they know what provisions 
will be included in their extended sales, 
they would be buying a “pig in the 
poke” and could not make reasonable 
decisions on Multi-Sale Extension Plans 
at this time. There was also a statement 
that the modifications should not 
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include every new provision developed 
since the original bid date of the sale. 

The extended contracts will be 
modified to include those provisions 
required by law, such as the new non- 
discrimination provision, and those 
required under standard Regional 
policy, such as the provisions needed to 
update scaling or fire prevention 
requirements. 

Some of the extensions under the 
Multi-Sale Extension Plans will not be 
effective until 1985 or 1986. Therefore, it 
is not possible to provide a specific list 
now of all of the provisions that will be 
needed at that time. However, in order 
to provide as much information as 
possible, the Forest Service Washington 
Office will prepare and make available 
a list of national provisions which will 
be used in the modifications, and 
Regional Foresters will prepare similar 
lists of Regional provisions. There may 
be additional provisions needed at the 
time of extension that are essential to 
carry out the original sale objectives 
and/or to protect the environment. 
Regional Foresters must approve use of 
these additional provisions before they 
are included in a contract at time of 
extension. 

Condition #5. “Those purchasers who 
request and are granted interim 
modifications in order to convert 
current contract extensions to 
extensions under this policy must pay 
any deferred interest charges and be 
current with other payments before the 
contract can be modified.” Respondents 
did not object to the requirement that 
deferred interest charges must be made 
and other payments be current before 
interim modifications were granted. It 
was suggested that bona fide disputes of 
payments not be the basis of excluding 
sales from interim modification. It was 
also suggested that interim 
modifications be available after 
December 31, 1983. 

If a Contracting Officer decides that 
there is a bona fide dispute about a 
payment, the dispute will not be the 
basis for excluding a sale from an 
interim modification. Purchasers have 
been able to get interim modifications 
since the August 26 publication of the 
interim policy in the Federal Register. 
Interim modifications, as the name 
suggests, are transitional steps in 
implementing Multi-Sale Extension 
Plans. It is important to proceed with the 
5-year extension program. The Forest 
Service does not believe that the 
objectives of the multi-sale extension 
program will be served by a large 
amount of additional time for interim 
modifications. However, there are 
advantages if the purchasers have the 
same amount of time to get interim 


modifications as they have to submit 
their Multi-Sale Extension Plans. 
Therefore, interim modifications will be 
available until February 15, 1984. 

Condition #6. “Contracts which will 
terminate before a Multi-Sale Extension 
Plan can be submitted and approved 
may be conditionally extended.” 

Condition #7. “Extension deposits 
made under a previously extended 
contract may not be transferred to other 
contracts or refunded.” No comments 
were received on these requirements. 

Condition #8. Contracts extended 
under this policy will not be eligible for 
any further extensions, including 
extensions based on diligent 
performance.” Some parties suggested 
that this condition be reconsidered and 
that additional, short-term extensions 
not be precluded. Others mentioned that 
the last 3 years have shown that 
unforeseen events could affect the 
marketability of timber in existing 
contracts. 

The existing contracts provide for 
adjustment of the contract period for 
“acts of God” and Forest Service 
requests. Many of the current sales have 
already been extended once. One of the 
major purposes of the multi-sale 
extension program is that the timber 
which is currently under contract be 
harvested without undue delay. The 
Forest Service does not believe that it is 
in the public interest to provide 
additional extensions beyond the 5 
years. 

Condition #9. “A purchaser must 
harvest extended sales as scheduled or 


make payment to cover lack of harvest.” 


Several persons were concerned that 
contract term adjustments would not be 
adequately reflected in the payments to 
cover the lack of harvest. Instructions 
will be clarified to show that contract 
term adjustments affect both the 
minimum harvest level requirements 
and the contract termination date. 

Some respondents objected to the 
effects of failing to make the payment to 
cover lack of harvest. The interim policy 
provided that if a purchaser breaches a 
contract by failure to make the payment 
to cover the lack of harvest, the Forest 
Service will not extend other sales 
included in the purchaser's harvest 
schedule unless, or until, the payment is 
made. Others commenting stated that 
default of a sale in the harvest schedule 
of a Multi-Sale Extension Plan should 
not affect the viability of planned 
extensions of other sales in the 
schedule, that each sale should stand 
alone. 

Timber sale contracts, not the Multi- 
Sale Extension Plans, will contain the 
provisions governing the harvest of 
National Forest timber. The multi-sale 


extension program has been developed 
as a planning tool. However, the 
integrity of the multi-sale extension 
program is dependent upon the 
purchaser's compliance with the terms 
of the extended contracts. 

There will probably be some defaults 
of sales included in the harvest 
schedule. It is not in the public's interest 
to continue to provide contract 
extensions if the purchaser does not 
fulfill the terms of the contracts. Neither 
is it in the public interest to be 
insensitive to temporary problems of the 
timber sale purchasers. Therefore, a 
default of one sale in the harvest 
schedule will not necessarily preclude 
granting 5-year extensions to the 
remaining eligible sales. However, if a 
purchaser defaults two or more sales in 
the harvest schedule, the Forest Service 
will not grant 5-year extensions to any 
other sales in the harvest schedule 
unless, and until: 


1. The purchaser pays all damages 
due the Government as the result of the 
defaults (one sale may be excluded); or, 

2. The purchaser and the Forest 
Service agree to a schedule for payment 
of all damages due the Government as 
the result of the defaults, and the 
purchaser furnishes and agrees to 
maintain, a bond in the dollar amount to 
cover the agreed damage payments. 
Such bond may be secured by the same 
types of instruments as currently 
accepted by the Forest Service-for 
performance or payment guarantees on 
timber sale contracts. One sale may be 
excluded from the agreement. 

These conditions do not reduce a 
purchaser’s contractual liability for 
damages due to default. 


7. Further Comments 


Several respondents provided 
suggestions on how methods, other than 
Multi-Sale Extension Plans, could help 
in solving the current problems of the 
timber industry. Some of those 
comments were based on assumptions 
that the Government has stopped 
inflation, stopped the housing program, 
imposed stringent economic policies, 
furnished data predicting increased 
demand for wood products, or is a 
monopoly timber seller in some areas of 
the country. Under these assumptions, 
some believe that the current plight of 
the timber industry is substantially 
caused by acts of the Government. They 
believe that the situation is further 
worsened by provisions of the National 
Forest timber sale contracts that 
encourage purchasers to manipulate sale 
operations in response to market 
conditions which in turn has encouraged 
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some purchasers to bid sales at inflated 
prices. 

Many of those who expressed these 
opinions suggested that the Government 
bear its share of the responsibility by 
termination of some timber sale 
contracts, or by a roll-back of the prices 
to be paid for the timber. Without 
judging the merit of these proposals, it 
should be noted that, because the Forest 
Service has no legislative authority to 
take either of these actions, these steps 
could not be implemented in time to 
prevent the economic disruption 
addressed by the extension policy. 

Others wrote that the only way to 
bring stability to the harvest of National 
Forest timber sales is to minimize or 
eliminate the speculative provisions of 
the timber sale contracts. The Forest 
Service is taking steps to put the sale of 
National Forest timber on a more 
business-like basis. For example, in an 
October 20 notice in the Federal Register 
(48 FR 48661) the Forest Service raised 
the “up-front” cash deposit from.5 
percent of the bid value to 10 percent. 
The Forest Service will continue in such 
efforts. 

After consideration of public comment 
and analysis of proposals, the Forest 
Service has revised the interim policy on 
timber sale contract extension as 
indicated in the previous discussion of 
public comment. This policy will be 
incorporated in the Forest Service 
Manual and will be effective December 
7, 1983. A notice of my decision and 
finding of no significant impact has been 
prepared and appears in the “Notice” 
section of the Federal Register of this 
date. 


Dated: December 1, 1983. 
R. M. Housley, 
Acting Chief. 
{FR Doc. 83-32560 Filed 12-6-83 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 180 
[PP 4F1486/R625; PH FRL 2482-3] 


Tolerances and Exemptions From 
Tolerances for Pesticide Chemicals in 
or on the Raw Agricultural 
Commodities; Dimethyl! Sulfoxide 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule establishes an 
exemption from the requirement of a 
tolerance for dimethyl] sulfoxide (DMSO) 
when used as an inert solvent or 


cosolvent in formulations with the 
pesticides O-O-diethyl O-(2-isopropyl-6- 
methyl-4-pyrimidinyl phosphorothioate 
or carbary! on the raw agricultural 
commodity peas. This regulation was 
requested by the Crown Zellerbach 
Corp. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective on December 
7, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Written objections may be 
submitted to the: Hearing Clerk (A110), 
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm. 
3708, 401 M St. SW., Washington, D.C. 
20460. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
By mail: Richard Mountfort, Product 
Manager (PM) 23, Registration Division 
(TS-767C), Environmental Protection 
Agency, 401 M St. SW. Washington, D.C. 
Office location and telephone number: 

Rm. 237, CM#2, 1921 Jefferson Davis 

Highway, Arlington, VA 22202 (703- 

557-1830). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA 
issued a notice published in the Federal 
Register of May 6, 1974 (39 FR 15906) 
which announced that Crown 
Zellerbach Corp., PO Box 4524, 
Vancouver, WA 98662, had submitted 
pesticide petition 4F1486 to the Agency 
proposing to amend 40 CFR by 
establishing an exemption from the 
requirement of a tolerance for residues 
of dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) when 
used as a solvent or cosolvent in 
pesticide formulations not to be applied 
within 24 hours of harvest. 

In the Federal Register of July 13, 1983 
(48 FR 32077), EPA announced that 
Crown Zellerbach requested to amend 
the petition by specifying the use of 
DMSO as a solvent or cosolvent only 
with pesticides O-O-diethyl O-(2- 
isopropy]-6-methy]-4-pyrimidiny]!) 
phosphorothioate and carbary] (1- 
naphthyl methylcarbamate) in or on the 
raw agricultural commodities peas 
without pods, pea vines or dried vines 
as hay, and whole pea crop as forage. 

No comments were received in 
response to these notices of filing. This 
request has been amended to express 
the raw agricultural commodity only as 
peas. 

The data submitted in the’petition and 
other relevant material have been 
evaluated. The data considered in 
support of the exemption include a 
monkey 18-month oral ingestion study 
with a no-observed-effect level (NOEL) 
of 3.0 grams (gm)/kilogram (kg)/day; a 
dog 8-month oral ingestion study with a 
NOEL of 3.0 gm/kg/day and a rat 
teratology study with a NOEL of 12 gm/ 
kg (highest level tested). The relevant 
toxicity and clinical studies demonstrate 
that the toxic effects of DMSO in 
animals and man are limited to 


extremely high levels of exposure (1 gm/ 
kg is the dietary equivalent of 40,000 
parts per million (ppm) in man). 

One unusual effect resulting from oral 
and dermal exposure of animals to high 
levels of DMSO is the appearance of 
certain refractive changes in the lens 
that are evident upon ophthalmoscopic 
examination. The changes have been 
reported to occur in dogs at 2.5 and 5.0 
gm/kg/day; in swine at 2.7 and 4.5 gm/ 
kg/day, and in rabbits at 2.7 and 8.1 
milliliters of a 90 percent DMSO 
solution. No corresponding histologic 
changes in this organ are reported. The 
changes were not reported in the 
monkey, dog, and rat studies cited 
above, nor have they been reported in 
clinical studies in which humans have 
been treated dermally with large doses 
of DMSO. y 

DMSO has an indirect food additive 
tolerance of 0.01 percent as a residual 
solvent in polyethersulfone resins under 
21 CFR 177.2440. There is also an 
indirect food additive tolerance of 50 
ppm in polysulfone resins under 21 CFR 
177.2500. 

Data submitted with this request 
indicated that DMSO residues ranged 
from 0.11 to 0.96 ppm in peas (with pods) 
and from 2.3 to 17.5 ppm in foliage. 
DMSO background levels in certain raw 
agricultural commodities, as well as 
processed foods, ranged as high as 16 
ppm. 

The pesticide is considered useful for 
the purpose for which the exemption is 
sought. It is concluded that the 
exemption would protect the public 
health and is established as set forth 
below. 

Any person adversely affected by this 
regulation may, within 30 days after 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register, file written objections with the 
Hearing Clerk, at the address given 
above. Such objections should specify 
the provisions of the regulation deemed 
objectionable and the grounds for the 
objections. If a hearing is requested, the 
objection must state the issues for the 
hearing and the grounds for the 
objections. A hearing will be granted if 
the objections are supported by grounds 
legally sufficient to justify the relief 
sought. 

The office of Management and Budget 
has exempted this rule from the 
requirements of section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 

Pursuant to the requirements of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96- 
534, 94 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612), the 
Administrator has determined that 
regulations establishing new tolerances 
or raising tolerance levels or 
establishing exemptions from tolerance 
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requirements do not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

A certification statement to this effect 
was published in the Federal Register of 
May 4, 1981 (46 FR 24950). 

(Sec. 408(d)(2), 68 Stat. §12 (21 U.S.C. 
346a(d)(2))) 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180 


Administrative practice and 
procedures, Agricultural commodities, 
Pesticides and pests. 


Dated: November 25, 1983. 
Edwin L. Johnson, 


Director, Office of Pesticide Programs. 


PART 180—[ AMENDED} 


Therefore, 40 CFR Part 180 is 
amended by adding a new § 180.1083 to 
read as follows: 


§ 180.1083 Dimethyl! sulfoxide; exemption 
from the requirement of a tolerance. 

Dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) [CAS_ 
Registry Number 67-68-5] is exempted 
from the requirement of a tolerance 
when used as an inert solvent or 
cosolvent in formulations with the 
following pesticides when used in 
accordance with good agricultural 
practices in or on the following raw 
agricultural commodities: 


Pesticid 


oot Gee 
) O-O-Diethy! O-(2-isopropy!-6-methyl-4-pyrimi- | Peas. 
ger phosphorothioate. 


[FR Doc. 83-32322 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Land Management 


43 CFR Part 3460 
[Circular No. 2539] 


Amendment to Federal Coal 
Management Program Regulations 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Final rulemaking. 


sumMaARY: The final rulemaking modifies 
unsuitability criterion number 7 for coal 
mining by amending § 3461.1(g) of title 
43 of the Code of Federal Regulations to 
make it consistent with the unsuitability 
provisions of section 522(e) of the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977 and other relevant policies 
for the conduct of the review of Federal 
lands required by section 522(b) of the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 6, 1984. 
ADDRESS: Any suggestions or inquiries 
should be sent to: Director (140), U.S. 
Bureau of Land Management, 1800 C 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20240. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Tom Walker (202) 343-4636 

or 
Robert C. Bruce (202) 343-8735. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
proposed rulemaking to amend the 
existing regulations concerning coal 
management program unsuitability 
criterion number 7 was published in the 
Federal Register on March 1, 1983, (48 
FR 8501). Comments were invited for a 
60-day period, during which time a total 
of 40 comments were received. The 
comments came from the following 
sources: 5 from companies, 17 from 
associations, 8 from State and local 
governments, 9 from individuals, and 1 
from a Federal advisory council. The 
comments have been carefully reviewed 
as part of the decisionmaking process in 
this final rulemaking. 

All of the comments addressed the 
proposal to delete the automatic 
unsuitability status for privately owned 
properties listed in the National Register 
of Historic Places and all properties 
eligible for listing. The majority of the 
commenters were opposed to the 
proposed rule change on the grounds 
that, in their opinion, it is incorrect to 
draw a distinction between properties in 
the National Register and those eligible 
for inclusion in it, that there is an 
obligation to provide the same 
protection to private properties in the 
National Register as is provided for 
public properties, and that Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation 
Act and the intent of Congress are being 
misinterpreted. Comments in favor of 
the proposed rule change supported the 
view that the provisions of unsuitability 
criterion number 7 clearly exceeded the 
statutory requirements of Section 522(e) 
of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977. The favorable 
comments noted that the proposed 
rulemaking was supported by the 
rationale upon which the courts based 
the decisions in Texaco v. Andrus and 
National Coal Association v. Andrus 
Nos. 79-2448 and 79-2458 (D.D.C., 
decided Aug. 15, 1980), and Jn re 
Permanent Surface Mining Regulation 
Litigation, Civil No. 79-1144 (D.D.C., 
decided February 26, 1980). 
Additionally, supporters of the proposed 
rule change urged further revisions to 
unsuitability criterion number 7 to bring 
it strictly within the provisions of 
Section 522(e) of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977. 


After careful consideration of the 
comments, it was decided that the 
position reflected in the proposed 
rulemaking of March 1, 1983, on 
properties eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register and private properties 
is correct and that the language deleting 
them from automatic unsuitability status 
will remain in the final rule. 

Some commenters suggested that 
consultation provisions also be deleted 
from this section. The provisions for 
consultation with the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation and the State 
Historic Preservation Office have been 
determined not to be unreasonable, and, 
therefore, have been retained in the final 
rulemaking. Additionally, the language 
in the rule was reduced to strictly follow 
Section 522(e) of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act and’to be 
consistent with the surface mining 
regulations (30 CFR 761) issued by the 
Department of Interior and published in 
the Federal Register on September 14, 
1983 (48 FR 41311). 

While buffer zones around properties 
are not mandated by the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, it 
is recognized that certain areas adjacent 
to specific properties should, on a case- 
by-case basis, receive consideration for 
protection to ensure that the integrity 
and inherent values of the property are 
maintained. Therefore, although the 
specific reference to buffer zones will be 
deleted, the provision for consideration 
of areas necessary to protect the 
inherent values of properties that made 
them eligible for listing in the National 
Register is retained in the final 
rulemaking. 

In the preamble to the March 1, 1983, 
Federal Register notice (48 FR 8501), 
comments were invited on additional 
changes to unsuitability criterion 
number 7 that had been considered, but 
not proposed, at that time. Only seven 
comments were received on the 
provisions for buffer zones and the 
standards for an exception to 
unsuitability assessment (a finding of no 
significant adverse impact to the 
cultural resource after consultation with 
the State Historic Preservation Office 
and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation) which are not required by 
Section 522(e) of Surface Mining Control 
and Reclamation Act of 1977. The 
position and decision on buffer zones is 
stated above. It is agreed, as stated by 
the majority of commenters on Section 
3461.1(g)(2), that the Surface Mining 
Control and’Reclamation Act of 1977 
does not require that there be no 
significant adverse impacts to the 
properties listed on the National 
Register of Historic Sites. Accordingly 
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the final rule allows all or certain 
stipulated methods of coal mining if, 
after provisions for consultation are met, 
they are jointly approved by the surface 
management agency and, where 
applicable, the State or local agency 
with jurisdiction over the historic site. 
The change from the proposed rule is 
consistent with the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 
and provides the surface manager with 
considerably increased flexibility in 
making multiple use tradeoffs. 

In response to the comments, changes 
from the proposed rulemaking have 
been made on unsuitability criterion 
number 7 to more closely follow the 
mandate of Section 522(e) of Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 
1977, while retaining certain provisions 
that are reasonable and in the public 
interest. As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rule, “ * * * the unsuitability 
criteria are for planning purposes only 
and do not in any way relieve the 
Federal surface managing agency of its 
responsibilities under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act to 
consider the effect of undertakings, such 
as coal leasing, on places listed, or 
eligible for listing, in the National 
Register and to provide the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation a 
reasonable opportunity to comment.” 

It should also be noted that not giving 
an area automatic unsuitability status 
does not in any way automatically mean 
that it will be mined or even leased. 
Application of the unsuitability criterion 
is only one screening process in the 
Federal Coal Management Program, 
which includes land use planning 
through the resource management 
process including its provision for 
extensive public participation, and 
activity planning with its provisions for 
regional environmental impact 
statements, for regional coal teams, and 
for consultation with State Governors 
and surface owners. Throughout the coal 
management program, managers have 
the authority and responsibility to weigh 
resource conflicts and make decisions 
that could preserve any properties, even 
if they were not automatically given 
unsuitability status. The public, State 
and local governments, and industry 
have opportunities throughout the 
Federal coal management program to 
make their desires known or to provide 
information to Bureau managers 
concerning the treatment of historic/ 
cultural properties. 

The principal authors of this final 
rulemaking are Paul Kimberling, 
Division of Solid Mineral Leasing, 
Bureau of Land Management, and Mark 
Seifert, Division of Energy Resources, 


Office of the Solicitor, Department of the 
Interior, assisted by staff of the Office of 
Legislation and Regulatory 
Management, Bureau ‘of Land 
Management and other Department of 
the Interior staff. 

It is hereby determined that these 
rules do not constitute a major Federal 
action significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment and that no 
detailed statement pursuant to section 
102(2}(C) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C) 
is required. The changes made here are 
also within the scope of the proposals 
and impacts discussed in the Bureau of 
Land Management's 1979 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FES 
79-19) on adoption of Federal coal 
leasing rules (promulgated July 19, 1979) 
and the environmental assessment 
prepared on the July 30, 1982 
amendments to the July 1979 program 
rules. 

The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this document is not a 
major rule under Executive Order 12291 
and will not have a significant effect on 
a substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.). Because the changes 
that are made by this final rulemaking 
are administrative and procedural in 
nature, small entities will not be 
significantly affected. 

The information collection 
requirements contained in 43 CFR Group 
3400 Part 3460 have been approved by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
and assigned clearance number 1004— 
0073. 


List of Subjects in 43 CFR Part 3460 


Coal, Environmental protection, 
Mines, Public lands—classification, 
Public lands—mineral resources. 


PART 3461—{ AMENDED] 


Under the authority of the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920, as amended and 
supplemented (30 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) and 
section 522(b) of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 
U.S.C. 1272(b)), Part 3460, Group 3400, 
Subchapter C, Chapter II of Title 43 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as set forth below: 

1. Section 3461.1(g) is revised to read: 


§ 3461.1 Criteria for assessing lands 
unsuitable for all or certain stipulated 
methods of coal mining. 


(g)(1) Criterion number 7. All publicly 
owned places on Federal lands which 
are included in the National Register of 
Historic Places shall be considered 
unsuitable. This shall include any areas 
that the surface management agency 


determines, after consultation with the 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, are necessary to 
protect the inherent values of the 
property that made it eligible for listing 
in the National Register. 

(2) Exceptions. All or certain 
stipulated methods of coal mining may 
be allowed if, after consultation with the 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, they are approved 
by the surface management agency, and, 
where appropriate, the State or local 
agency with jurisdiction over the 
historic site. 

(3) Exemptions. This criterion does 
not apply to lands: to which the operator 
made substantial legal and financial 
commitments prior to January 4, 1977; on 
which surface coal mining operations 
were being conducted on August 3, 1977; 
or which include operations on which a 
permit has been issued. 

* * * * o 

Dated: September 1, 1983. 
Garrey E. Carruthers, 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
{FR Doc. 83-32509 Filed 12~-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 


44 CFR Part 65 
[Docket No. FEMA-6575] 


Changes in Special Flood Hazard 
Areas Under the National Flood 
Insurance Program; Arizona, et ai. 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 


ACTION: Interim rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule lists those 
communities where modification of the 
base (100-year) flood elevations is 
appropriate because of new scientific or 
technical data. New flood insurance 
premium rates will be calculated from 
the modified base (100-year) flood 
elevations for new buildings and their 
contents and for second layer insurance 
on existing buildings and their contents. 


DATES: These modified elevations are 
currently in effect and amend the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) in effect 
prior to this determination. The effective 
dates appear in the sixth column of the 
table. 

From the date of the second 
publication of notice of these changes in 
a prominent local newspaper, any 
person has ninety (90) days in which he 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 54821 


can request through the community that 
the Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support reconsider the 
changes. These modified elevations may 
be changed during the 90-day period. 


ADDRESSES: The modified base (100- 
year) flood elevation determinations are 
available for inspection at the office of 
the Chief Executive Officer of the 
community, listed in the fifth column of 
the table. 

Send comments to that address also. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dr. Brian R. Mrazik, Chief, Engineering 
Branch, Natural Hazards Division, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472, (202) 
287-0230. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
numerous changes made in the base 
(100-year) flood elevations on the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map(s) make it 
administratively infeasible to publish in 
this notice all of the modified base (100- 
year) flood elevations contained on the 
map. However, this rule includes the 
address of the Chief Executive Officer of 
the community where the modified base 
(100-year) flood elevation 


determinations are available for 
inspection. 

Any request for reconsideration must 
be based on knowledge of changed 
conditions, or new scientific or technical 
data. 

These modifications are made 
pursuant to Section 206 of the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (Pub. L. 
93-234) and are in accordance with the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as 
amended (Title XIII of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1968 (Pub. L. 


90-448), 42 U.S.C. 4001-4128, and 44 CFR. 


65.4.) 

For rating purposes, the revised 
community number is listed and must be 
used for all new policies and renewals. 

These base (100-year) flood elevations 
are the basis for the flood plain 
management measures that the 
community is required to either adopt or 
show evidence of being already in effect 
in order to qualify or remain qualified 
for participation in the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NF'IP). 

These elevations, together with the 
flood plain management measures 
required by 60.3 of the program 
regulations are the minimum that are 
required. They should not be construed 


to mean the community must change 
any existing ordinances that are more 
stringent in their flood plain 
management requirements. The 
community may at any time, enact 
stricter requirements on its own, or 
pursuant to policies established by other 
Federal, State or regional entities. 

The changes in the base (100-year) 
flood elevations are in accordance with 
44 CFR 65.4. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
605(b), the Associate Director, State and 
Local Programs and Support, to whom 
authority has been delegated by the 
Director, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, hereby certifies 
that this rule if promulgated will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This rule provides routine legal notice of 
technical amendments made to 
designated special flood hazard areas 
on the basis of updated information and 
imposes no new requirements or 
regulations on participating 
communities. 


List of Subjects in 44 CFR Part 65 
Flood insurance, Flood plains. 


Hance, mayor. city of Phoenix, Oct. 13, 1983 


Honorable Margaret 
po enya men pene 


Phoenix, AZ 85003. 
‘own Supervisor of | Sept. 21, 1983. 


Honorable Richard L. 
“\uoten, 391 Srositen Dten P.O. ) Box 9, Fayette. | Letter of Map 


ville, NY 13066. 


1983, and Nov. 11, 1983. 


26569, Benbrook, TX 76126. 


Letter of Map 


(National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (Title XIII of Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968), effective January 28, 1969 (33 FR 17804, 
November 28, 1968), as amended; 42 U.S.C. 4001-4128; Executive Order 12127, 44 FR 19367; delegation of authority to Associate Director, State 


and Local Programs and Support) 
Issued: November 16, 1983. 
Dave McLoughlin, 


Deputy Associate Director, State and Local Programs and Support. 


[FR Doc. 83-32308 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6718-03-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


50 CFR Parts 654 and 658 
[Docket No. 31202-232] 


Stone Crab Fishery and Shrimp 
Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico 


AGENCY: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Emergency rule; amendment. 


SUMMARY: The Secretary of Commerce 
(Secretary) issues emergency 
regulations amendifig the Fishery 
Management Plans for the Stone Crab 
Fishery and Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf 
of Mexico and their implementing 
regulations. This amendment: (1) 
Modifies the configuration of three of 
the restricted areas, and (2) adjusts 
periods of closure in one area. The 
intent of this amendment is to make 
available areas critical to shrimp 
fishermen and to provide access to high 
priority fishing areas for one or the other 
of the affected fisheries at all times. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 2, 1983, 
through January 2, 1984. 


appress: Comments on this action may 
be sent to Donald W. Geagan, Southeast 
Region, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, 9450 Koger Boulevard, St. 
Petersburg, FL 33702. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Donald W. Geagan, 813-893-3722. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Fishery Management Plan for the Stone 
Crab Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico 
(Stone Crab FMP) prepared by the Gulf 
of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
(Council), was approved by the 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, 
NOAA (Assistant Administrator) on 
March 19, 1979, and implemented by the 
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Secretary on September 14, 1979 (44 FR 
53519), under the authority of the - 
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson Act). 


The Fishery Management Plan for the 
Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico 
(Shrimp FMP), prepared by the Council, 
was approved by the Assistant 
Administrator on November 7, 1980, and 
implemented by the Secretary on May 
15, 1981 (46 FR 27489). 

The Secretary invoked emergency 
regulations amending the Stone Crab 
and Shrimp FMPs under section 
305(e)(2) of the Magnuson Act on 
October 5, 1983 (48 FR 46057, October 
11, 1983), in order to resolve gear 
conflicts between shrimp and stone crab 
fishermen in the fishery conservation 
zone (FCZ) off the Crystal River, Florida, 
area during the latter part of the 1983- 
1984 stone crab season. The October 5, 
1983, rulemaking (1) periodically closes 
areas of the FCZ to stone crab and 
shrimp fishing, (2) prohibits the 
intentional placement of any article in 
the FCZ that may interfere with fishing 
gear or fishing vessels, and (3) 
authorizes the removal and disposal of 
stone crab traps from the closed areas 
by authorized officers. The emergency 
rulemaking also authorizes the Secretary 
to establish additional area closures of 
limited duration and geographic scope in 
the event similar conflicts occur in other 
areas. 

The Pasco/Hernando/ Citrus 
Shrimping and Stone Crabbing Advisory 
Committee (Committee) established by 
State of Florida (State) statute to 
address problems between the two 
fishery groups in the area of concern, 
held meetings on November 4 and 
November 9, 1983. These meetings were 
in response to complaints from 
fishermen, mostly shrimp fishermen, 
that the area and time constraints 
provided by the emergency regulations 
were not equitable. The Committee 
considered recommendations for 
modification of the rulemaking and 
accepted comments from concerned 
fishermen. As a result of the meetings, 
the Committee developed the 
recomendations which it submitted to 
the Council for its review, and the 
Council voted unanimously in favor to 
their implementation. The Committee 
also developed modifications to areas in 
State waters that compliment these 
changes. These have been approved by 
the Florida Department of Natural 
Resources and promulgated by the 
State. 

The configuration of three zones, two 
of which were reserved for stone 


crabbing only and one with alternating 
open and closed periods for each 
fishery, are modified by opening 
southern sections of each to both stone 
crab and shrimp fishing. These changes 
are made primarily in response to 
requests from bait shrimp fishermen 
who stated that access to these areas is 
critical to their livelihood. The open and 
closed periods in Zone IV are adjusted 
to make Zones IV and V available to 
one or the other fisheries at all times. 
The total area affected by these 
regulations is approximately 12.8 square 
nautical miles. 


Classification 


The Assistant Administrator has 
determined that this rule is necessary to 
respond to an emergency and is 
consistent with the Magnuson Act and 
other applicable law. 

The Assistant Administrator also 
finds for good cause, i.e., to avoid 
serious conflicts between stone crab 
and shrimp fishermen that may result in 
bodily harm and property damage, that 
the reasons justifying promulgation of 
these rules on an emergency basis also 
make it impracticable and contrary to 
the public interest to provide notice and 
opportunity for comment upon, or to 
delay for 30 days the effective date of 
these emergency regulations, under the 
provisions of section 553 (b) and (d) of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 

The Assistant Administrator has also 
determined that this rule will be 
implemented in a manner that is 
consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the approved coastal 
zone management program of Florida. 
This action is being taken in concert 
with and in furtherance of action taken 
by Florida. This determination has been 
submitted for review by the responsible 
State agency under § 307 of the Coastal 
Zone Managemert Act. 

This emergency rule is exempt from 
the normal review procedures of 
Executive Order 12291 as provided for in 
section 8(a)(1) of that Order. This rule is 
being reported to the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, with 
an explanation of why ‘it is not possible 
to follow the procedures of that Order. 

The Assistant Administrator prepared 
an environmental assessment (EA) for 





the previous emergency action and 


concluded that there would be no 
significant impact on the human 
environment as a result of that rule. A 
copy of the EA is available from the 
Southeast Regional Office at the address 
listed above. Since this Amendment has 
the same environmental effect as the 
previous emergency action (except that 
it provides for an even more equitable 
distribution of resources among 
competing user groups) and does not 
change the “no significant impact” ~- 
finding, no new EA has been necessary 
and none has been prepared. 

This rule does not contain a collection 
of information requirement and 
therefore is not subject to the provisions 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act. 

This rule is exempt from the 
procedures of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act because the rule is issued without 
opportunity for prior public comment. 


List of Subjects in 50 CFR Parts 654 and 
658 


Fish, Fishing, Fisheries. 
Dated: December 2, 1983. 


Carmen J. Blondin, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Fisheries 
Resource Management, National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 

For reasons set forth in the preamble, 
50 CFR Parts 654 and 658 are amended 
as follows: 


1. The authority citation for Parts 654 
and 658 reads as follows: 


Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 


PART 654—STONE CRAB FISHERY 


2. Section 654.23 is amended by 
revising paragraph (b)(1)(i) to read as 
follows: 


§654.23 Area restrictions. 


* * * * * 


(b}(1){i) No person may place stone 
crab traps in that part of the FCZ 
identified as Zone IV (Figure 3) during 
the period 0001 hours December 2, 1983, 
through 2400 hours January 2, 1984. Zone 
IV is bounded by a continuous line 
connecting points expressed by latitude 
and longitude (LORAN notations are 
unofficial and are included only for the 
convenience of fishermen): 


Longitude 
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Thence northerly along the State shrimp in those parts of the FCZ 
boundary to point V. identified as Zones I and III (Figure.4) 
* * * . * during the period 0001 hours October 5, 
PART 658—SHRIMP FISHERY OF THE $1983 through 2400 hours January 2, 1984. 
GULF OF MEXICO These respective zones are bounded by 

3. Section 658.23 is amended by continuous lines connecting points 
revising paragraghs (b)(1)}({i) and expressed by latitude and longitude 
(b)(1)(ii) to read as follows: (LORAN notations are unofficial and are 


included only for the convenience of the 
; — — —_ _ closures. fishermen): 


(b)(1)(i) It is unlawful to fish for 


ng 


RERRRRRG 
B8SRRS 
sa5aees 
gezeezze 


Thence northerly along the State boundary to point X. 


Zone Ill 


Thence northerly along the State hours November 30, 1983. Zone IV is 
boundary to point Z. bounded by a continuous line 

(ii) It is unlawful to fish for shrimp in connecting points expressed by latitude 
that part of the FCZ identified as Zone and longitude (LORAN notations are 
IV (Figure 4) during the period 0001 unofficial and are included only for the 
hours October 5, 1983 through 2400 convenience of the fishermen): 


Thence northerly along the State 
boundary to point V. 


* ” * * * 


BILLING CODE 3510-22-M 
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ZONE I11,-~ctaTE 
ae : (Zone II is in State waters) 


——— 


HERNANDO COUNTY : CITRUS COUNTY 


Se ees es es as 


ALNNOD OOSVd 


7. 


Figure 3 Chart delineating areas closed to fishing for shrimp or stone crabs 
(not to scale, for illustrative proposes only). 


ZONE IV 


(Zone II is in State waters) 


CITRUS COUNTY 


ALNNOD ODSVd 


yorog 
opueuz20y 


Figure 4 Chart delineating areas closed to fishing for shrimp or stone crabs 
(not to scale, for illustrative proposes only). 


[FR Doc. 83-32589 Filed 12-2-83; 4:50 pm} 
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Proposed Rules 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices to the public of the 


is to give interested persons an 
opportunity to participate in the rule 
making prior to the adoption of the final 
rules. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
7 CFR Part 446 


Watnut Crop Insurance Regulations 


AGENCY: Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation, USDA. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


summary: The Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation (FCIC) proposes to issue a 
new part in Chapter IV of Title 7 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations to prescribe 
procedures for insuring walnuts 
effective for the 1984 and succeeding 
crop years. The intended effect of this 
rule is to provide insurance for walnuts 
in response to many requests from 
producers and processors for such 
insurance protection. The authority for 
the promulgation of this rule is 
contained in the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act, as amended. 


DATE: Written comments, data, and 
opinions on this proposed rule must be 
submitted not later than February 6, 
1984, to be sure of consideration. 


ADDRESS: Written comments on this 
proposed rule should be sent to the 
Office of the Manager, Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C., 20250. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Peter F. Cole, Secretary, Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washingtion, D.C., 20250, 
telephone (202) 447-3325. 

The Impact Statement describing the 
options considered in developing this 
rule and the impact of implementing 
each option is available upon request 
from Peter F. Cole. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
action has been reviewed under USDA 
procedures established in Secretary's 
Memorandum No. 1512-1 (Jume 11, 
1981). It has been determined that this 
action constitutes a review as to the 
need, currency, clarity, and 
effectiveness of these regulations. The 


sunset review date established for these 
regulations is September 1, 1988. 


Merritt W. Sprague, Manager, FCIC, 
has determined that (1) this action is not 
a major rule as defined in Executive 
Order No. 12291 (Feb. 17, 1981), (2) this 
action will not increase the Federal 
paperwork burden on individuals, small 
businesses, or other persons, and (3) this 
action conforms to the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
1501 et seq.), and other applicable law. 

The title and number of the Federal 
Assistance Program to which these 
regulations apply are: Title—Crop 
Insurance; Number 10.450. 

This action will not have a significant 
impact specifically upon area and 
community development; therefore, 
review as defined in Executive Order 
No. 12372 (July 14, 1983), was not used to 
assure that units of local government are 
informed of this action. 

It has been determined that this action 
is exempt from the provisions of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act; therefore, no 
Regulatory Impact Statement was 
prepared. 

FCIC is soliciting comments on this 
proposed rule for 60 days after 
publication in the Federal Register. All 
written comments made pursuant to this 
action will be available for public 
inspection in the Office of the Manager 
during regular business hours, Monday 
through Friday. 


Background 


FCIC has received many requests 
from both growers and processors of 
walnuts in California for a program of 
insurance protection similar to those 
offered on other crops. With the 
proposal of a walnut crop insurance 
program contained herein, FCIC is 
responding to such request. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 446 
Crop insurance, Walnuts. 
Proposed rule 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
contained in the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq., 
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
hereby proposes to issue a new Part 446 
in Chapter IV of Title 7 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations to be known as 7 
CFR 446—Walnut Crop Insurance 
Regulations, to read a follows: 


Federal Register 
Vol 48, No. 236 


Wednesday, December 7, 1983 


PART 446—WALNUT CROP 
INSURANCE REGULATIONS 


Subpart—Regulations for the 1984 and 
Succeeding Crop Years : 


Sec. 

446.1 Availability of walnut crop insurance. 

446.2 Premium rates, ion guarantees, 
levels of coverage, and prices for 
computing indemnities. 

446.3 OMB control numbers. 

446.4 Creditors. 

446.5 Good faith reliance on 
misrepresentation. 

446.6 The contract. 

446.7 The application and policy. 

Appendix A—Counties Designated for 
Walnut Corp Insurance—7 CFR Part 446 

Authority: Secs. 506, 516, Pub. L. 75-430, 52 
Stat. 73, 77 as amended (7 U.S.C. 1506, 1516). 


Insurance shall be offered under the 
provisions of this subpart on walnuts in 
counties within the limits prescribed by 
and in accordance with the provisions of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as 
amended. The counties shall be 
designated by the Manager of the 
Corporation from those approved by the 
Board of Directors of the Corporation. 
Before insurance is offered in any 
county, there shall be published by 
appendix to this part the names of the 
counties in which walnut insurance will 
be offered. 


§ 446.2 Premium rates, production 
guarantees, coverage levels, and prices at 
which indemnities shail be computed. 

(a) The Manager shall establish 
premium rates, production guarantees, 
coverage levels and prices at which 
indemnities shall be computed for 
walnuts which will be included in the 
actuarial table on file in service offices 
for the county and which may be 
changed from year to year. 

(b) At the time the application for 
insurance is made, the applicant shall 
elect a coverage level and price at which 
indemnities will be computed from 
among those levels and prices contained 
in the actuarial table for the crop year. 


§ 446.3 OMB control numbers. 

The information collection 
requirements contained in these 
regulations (7 CFR Part 446) have been 
approved by the Office of Management 





and Budget (OMB) under the provisions 
of 44 U.S.C. Chapter 35 and have been 


assigned OMB Nos. 9563-0003 and 0563-__ 


0007 


$446.4 Creditors. 

An interest of a person in an insured 
crop existing by virtue of a lien, 
mortgage, garnishment, levy, execution, 

ptcy, or an involuntary transfer 
shall net entitle the holder of the interest 
to any benefit under the contract except 
as provided by the policy. 


$446.5 Good faith reliance on 
misrepresentation. 

Notwithstanding any other provision 
of the walnut insurance contract, 
whenever (a) an insured person under a 
contract of crop insurance entered into 
under these regulations, as a result of a 
misrepresentation or other erroneous 
action or advice by an agent or 
employee of the Corporation (1) is 
indebted to the Corporation for 
additional premiums, or (2) has suffered 
a loss to a crop which is not insured or 
for which the insured person is not 
entitled to an indemnity because of 
failure to comply with the terms of the 
insurance contract, but which the 
insured person believed to be insured, or 
believed the terms of the insurance 
contract to have been complied with or 
waived, and (b) the Board of Directors 
of the Corporation, or the Manager in 
cases involving not more-than 
$100,000,00, finds (1) that an agent or 
employee of the Corporation did in fact 
make such misrepresentation or take 
other erroneous action of give erroneous 
advice, (2) that said insured person 
relied thereon in good faith, and (3) that 
to require the payment of the additional 
premiums or to deny such insured’s 
entitlement to the indemnity would not 
be fair and equitable, such insured 
person shall be granted relief the same 
as if otherwise entitled thereto. 


$446.6 The contract. 

(a) The insurance contract shall 
become effective upon the acceptance 
by the Corporation of a duly executed 
application for insurance on a form 
prescribed by the Corporation. The 
contract shall cover the walnut crop as 
provided in the policy. The contract 
shall consist of the application, the 
policy, the appendix and the county 
actuarial table. Any changes made in 
the contract shall not affect its 
continuity from year to year. The forms 
referred to in the contract are available 
at the service offices. 


§ 446.7 The application and policy. 
(a) Application for insurance on a 
form prescribed by the Corporation may 


7 


be made by any person to cover such 
person’s share in the walnut crop as 
landlord, owner-operator, or tenant. The 
application shall be submitted to the 
Corporation at the service office on or 
before the applicable closing date for 
the county on file in the service office. 
(b) The corporation may discontinue 
the acceptance of applications in any 
county upon its determination that the 
insurance risk is excessive, and also, for 
the same reason, may reject any 
individual application. The Manager of 
the Corporation is authorized in any 
crop year to extend the closing date for 
submitting applications or contract 
changes in any county, by placing the 
extended date on file in the applicable 
service offices and publishing a notice in 
the Federal Register upon the Manager’s 
determination that no adverse 


‘selectivity will result during the period 


of such extension. However, if adverse 
conditions should develop during such 


- period, the Corporation will immediately 


discontinue the acceptance of 
applications. 

(c) In accordance with the provisions 
governing changes in the contract 
contained in policies issued under FCIC 
regulations for the 1984 and succeeding 
crop years, a contract in the form 
provided for in this subpart will come 
into effect as a continuation of a walnut 
contract issued under such prior 
regulations, without the filing of a new 
application. 

(d) The application for the 1983 and 
succeeding crop years is found at 
Subpart D of Part 400—General 
Adminstrative Regulations (7 CFR 
400.37; 400.38; first published at 48 FR 
1023, Jan. 10, 1983) and may be amended 
from time to time for subsequent crop 
years. The provisions of the Walnut 
Insurance Policy are as follows: 


Department of Agriculture—Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation 


Walnut—Crop Ihsurance Policy 


(This is a continuous contract. Refer to 
Section 15.) 


Agreement to Insure: We shall provide the 
insurance described in this policy in return 
for the premium and your compliance with all 
applicable provisions. 

Throughout this policy, “you” and “your” 
refer to the insured shown on the accepted 
Application and “we,” “us” and “our” refer to 
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 


Terms and Conditions 


1. Causes of Loss. a. The insurance 
provided is against unavoidable loss of 
production resulting from the following 
causes occurring within the insurance period: 

(1) Adverse weather conditions; 

(2) Fire; 

(3) Wildlife; 

(4) Earthquake; 
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(5) Volcanic eruption; or 

(6) Direct Mediterranean Fruit Fly damage; 
unless those causes are excepted, excluded, 
or limited by the actuarial table or section 
9e(3). Direct Mediterranean Fruit Fly damage 
shall be actual physical damage to the 
walnuts which causes such walnuts to be 
considered unmarketable and shall not 
include unmarketability of such walnuts as a 
direct result of a quarantine, boycott or 
refusal to accept the walnuts by any entity 
without regard to actual physical damage to 
such walnuts. 

b. We shall not insure against any loss of 
production due to: 

(1) The neglect or malfeasance of you, any 
member of your household, your tenants or 
employees; 

(2) The failure to follow recognized good 
walnut farming practices; 

(3) Damage resulting from the 
impoundment of water by any governmental, 
public or private dam or reservoir project; 

(4) Any cause not specified in section 1a as 
an insured loss; 

(5) The failure to carry out a good walnut 
irrigation practice, except failure of the water 
supply after insurance attaches due to an 
unavoidable cause; or 

(6) The breakdown of irrigation equipment 
or facilities. 

2. Crop, Acreage, and Share Insured. a. The 
crop insured shall be english walnuts 
(excluding black walnuts) hereafter called 
“walnuts” which are grown on insured 
acreage and for which a guarantee and 
premium rate are provided by the actuarial 
table. 

b. The acreage insured for each crop year 
shall be walnuts grown on insurable acreage 
as designated by the actuarial table and in 
which you have a share, as reported by you 
or as determined by us, whichever we shall 
elect. 

c. The insured share shall be your share as 
landlord, owner-operator, or tenant in the 
insured walnuts at the time insurance 
attaches. 

d. We do not insure any acreage. 

(1) On which the trees have not reached the 
ninth growing season after being set out 
unless we agree in writing to insure such 
acreage; or 

(2) Planted with a crop other than walnuts. 

e. Insurance may attach only by written 
agreement with us on any unit which consists 
of less than 5 acres of walnuts. 

f. We may limit the insured acreage to any 
acreage limitation established under any Act 
of Congress, if we advise you of the limit 
prior to the date insurance attaches. 

3. Report of Acreage, Share, Yield, and 
Practice. You shall report on our form: 

a. All the acreage of walnuts in the county 
in which you have a share; 

b. The practice; 

c.Your share at the time insurance 
attaches; and 

d. The total production from the preceding 
crop year’s insurable acreage on each unit. 

You shall designate separately any acreage 
that is not insurable. You shall report if you 
do not have a share in any walnuts grown in 
the county. This report shall be submitted 
annually on or before March 1. We may 
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determine all indemnities on the basis of 
information you have submitted on this 
report. If you do not submit this report by the 
reporting date, we may elect to determine by 
unit the insured acreage, share, and practice 
or we may deny liability on any unit. Any 
report submitted by you may be revised only 
upon our approval. 

4. Production Guarantees, coverage Levels, 
and Prices for Computing Indemnities. a. The 
production guarantees, coverage levels, and 


prices for computing indemnities shall be 
contained in the actuarial table. 

b. If the number of bearing trees (ninth 
growing season and older) is reduced more 
than 10 percent from the preceding crop year 
as a result of damage occurring within the 
preceding crop year, the production 
guarantee shall be reduced 1 percent for each 
percent reduction in excess of 10 percent. 

c. If you have not elected a coverage level, 
you shall have coverage level 2. 


PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT TABLE * 


(Percent adjustments for favorable continuous insurance experience) 


d. You may change the coverage level and 
price election on or before the closing date 
for submitting applications for the crop year 
as established by the actuarial table. 

5. Annual Premium. a. The annual premium 
is earned and payable on the date isurance 
attaches. The amount is computed by 
multiplying the production guarantee times 
the price election, times the premium rate, 
times the insured acreage, times your share 
on the date insurance attaches, times the 
applicable premium adjustment percentage 
contained in the following table. 


Numbers of years continuous experience through previous year 


{Percent adjustments for unfavorable insurance experience) 


Numbers of loss years through previous year ? 
LITT EYTETISERT Ee easiest 15 


Loss ratio * through previous crop year 


2.50 to 3.24........ 
3.25 to 3.99....... 


paid to premium(s) earned. : 
the most recent 15 crop years shall be used to determine the number of “Loss Years”. (A crop year is determined 
premium for the year.) 


b. interest shall accrue at the rate of one 
and one-half percent (142%) simple interest 
per calendar month, or any part thereof, on 
any unpaid premium balance starting on the 
first day of the month following the first 
premium billing date. 

c. Any premium adjustment applicable to 
the contract shall be transferred to: 

(1) The contract of your estate or surviving 
spouse in case of your death; 

(2) The contract of the person who 
succeeds you if such person had previously 
participated in the orchard operation; or 

(3) Your contract if you stop orchard 
operations in one county and start orchard 
operations in another county. 

d. If participation is not continuous, any 
premium shall be computed on the basis of 
previous unfavorable insurance experience 
but no premium reduction under section 5a 
shall be applicable. 

6. Deductions for Debt. Any unpaid amount 
due us may be deducted from any indemnity 
payable to you or from any loan or payment 


due you under any Act of Congress or 
program administered by the United States 
Department of Agriculture or its Agencies. 

7. Insurance Period. Insurance on insured 
acreage attaches for each crop year on March 
1 and ends at the earliest of: 

a. Total destruction of the walnuts; 

b. Harvest of the walnuts; 

c. Final adjustment of a loss; or 

d. November 15. 

8. Notice of Damage or Loss. a. In case of 
damage or probable loss: 

(1) You must give us written notice if during 
the period before harvest, the walnuts on any 
unit are damaged and you decide not to 
further care for them. 

(2) You must give us notice at least 15 days 
before the beginning of harvest if you 
anticipate a loss on any unit. 

(3) If probable loss is later determined or if 
damage occurs during harvest, immediate 
notice shall be given 

(4) In addition to the notices required by 
this section, if you are going to claim an 


to be a “Loss Year” when the amount of indemnity for the year 


indemnity on any unit, we must be given 
notice not later than 30 days after the earliest 
of: 

(a) Total destruction of the walnuts on the 
unit; 

(b) Harvest of the unit; or 

(c) November 15. 

b. You must obtain written consent from us 
before you destroy any of the walnuts which 
are not to be harvested. ; 

c. We may reject any claim for indemnity if 
any of the requirements of this section or 
section 9 are not complied with. 

9. Claim for Indemnity. a. Any claim for 
indemnity on a unit shall be submitted to us 
on our form not later than 60 days after the 
earliest of: 

(1) Total destruction of the walnuts on the 
unit; 

(2) Harvest of the unit; or 

(3) November 15. 

b. We shall not pay any indemnity unless 
you: 





(1) Establish the total production of 
walnuts on the unit and that any loss of 
production has been directly caused by one 
or more of the insured causes during the 
insurance period; and 

(2) Furnish all information we require 
concerning the loss. 

c. The indemnity shall be determined on 
each unit by: 

(1) Multiplying the insured acreage by the 
production guarantee; 

(2) Subtracting therefrom the total 
production of walnuts to be counted (see 
section 9e); 

(3) Multiplying the remainder by the price 
election; and 

(4) Multiplying this product by your share. 

d. If the information reported by you resulis 
in a lower premium than the actual premium 
determined to be due, the indemnity shall be 
reduced proportionately. 

e. The total production to be counted for a 
unit shall include all harvested and appraised 
production. 

(1) Appraised production to be counted 
shall include: 

(a) Potential production lost due to 
uninsured causes and failure to follow 
recognized good walnut farming practices; 

(b) Not less than the guarantee for any 
acreage which is abandoned, damaged solely 
by an uninsured cause or destroyed by you 
without our consent; and 

(c) Any unharvested production. 

(2) Any appraisal we have made on insured 
acreage shall be considered production to 
count unless such appraised production: 

(a) Is marketed; or 

(b) Is further damaged by an insured cause. 

(3) When you have elected to exclude hail 
and fire as insured causes of loss and the 
walnuts are damaged by hail or fire, 
appraisals for uninsured causes shall be 
made in accordance with Form FCI-78, 
“Request to Exclude Hail and Fire”. 

(4) The commingled production of units 
shall be allocated to such units in proportion 
to our liability on the harvested acreage of 
each unit. 

f. You shall not abandon any acreage to us. 

g- You may not bring suit or action against 
us unless you have complied with all policy 
provisions. If a claim is denied, you may sue 
us in the United States District Court under 
the provisions of 7 U.S.C. 1508(c). You must 
bring suit within 12 months of the date notice 
of denial is mailed to and received by you. 

h. We shall pay the loss within 30 days 
after we reach agreement with you or entry of 
a final judgment. In no event shall we be 
liable for interest or damages in connection 
with any claim for indemnity, whether we 
approve or disapprove such claim. 

i. If you die, disappear, or are judicially 
declared incompetent, of if you are an entity 
other than an individual and such entity is 
dissolved after insurance attaches for any 
crop year, any indemnity shall be paid to the 
person(s) we determine to be beneficially 
entitled thereto. 

j. If you have other fire insurance and fire 
damage occurs during the insurance period, 
and you have not elected to exclude fire 

insurance from this poicy, we shall be liable 


for loss due to fire only for the smaller of: 

(1) The amount of indemnity determined 
pursuant to this contract without regard to 
any other insurance; or 

(2) The amount by which the loss from fire 
exceeds the indemnity paid or payable under 
such other insurance. For the purposes of this 
section, the amount of loss from fire shall be 
the difference between the fair market value 
of the production on the unit before the fire 
and after the fire. 

10. Concealment or Fraud. We may void 
the contract on all crops insured without 
affecting your liability for premiums or 
waiving any right, including the right to 
collect any amount due us if, at any time, you 
have concealed or misrepresented any 
material fact or committed any fraud relating 
to the contract, and such voidance shall be 
effective as of the beginning of the crop year 
with respect to which such act or omission 
occurred. 

11. Transfer of Right To Indemnity on 
Insured Share. If you transfer any part of 
your share during the crop year, you may 
transfer your right to an indemnity. The 
transfer must be on our form and approved 
by us. We may collect the premium from 
either you or your transferee or both. The 
transferee shall have all rights and 
responsibilities under the contract. 

12. Assignment of Indemnity. You may only 
assign to another party your right to an 
indemnity for the crop year on our form and 
with our approval. The assignee shall have 
the right to submit the loss notices and forms 
required by the contract. 

13. Subrogation. (Recovery of loss from a 
third party.) Because you may be able to 
recover all or a part of your loss from 
someone other than us, you must do all you 
can to preserve any such rights. If we pay you 
for your loss then your right of recovery shall 
at our option belong to us. If we recover more 
than we paid you plus our expenses, the 
excess shall be paid to you. 

14. Records and Access to Farm. You shall 
keep, for two years after the time of loss, 
records of the harvesting, storage, shipment, 
sale or other disposition of all walnuts 
produced on each unit including separate 
records showing the same information for 
production from any ininsured acreage. Any 
persons designated by us shall have access to 
such records and the farm for purposes 
related to the contract. 

15. Life of Contract: Cancellation and 
Termination. a. This contract shall be in 
effect for the crop year specified on the 
application and may not be canceled for such 
crop year. Thereafter, the contract shall 
continue in force for each succeeding crop 
year unless canceled or terminated as 
provided in this section. 

b. This contract may be canceled by either 
you or us for any succeeding crop year by 
giving written notice on or before the 
cancellation date preceding such crop year. 

c. This contract shall terminate as to any 
crop year if any amount due us on this or any 
other contract with you is not paid on or 
before the termination date preceding such 
crop year for the contract in which the 
amount is due. The date of payment of the 
amount due: 
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(1) If deducted from an indemnity claim 
shall be the date you sign the claim; or 

(2) If deducted from payment under another 

program administered by the United States 
Department of Agriculture shall be the date 
such payment was approved. 

d. The cancellation and termination dates 
are January 31. 

e. If you die or are judicially declared 
incompetent, or if you are an entity other 
than an individual and such entity is 
dissolved, the contract shall terminate as of 
the date of death, judicial declaration, or 
dissolution. However, if such event occurs 
after insurance attaches for any crop year, 
the contract shall continue in force through 
the crop year and terminate at the end therof. 
Death of a partner in a partnership shall 
dissolve the partnership unless the 
partnership agreement provides otherwise. If 
two or more persons having a joint interest 
are insured jointly, death of one of the 
persons shall dissolve the joint entity. 

f. The contract shall terminate if no 
premium is earned for five consecutive years. 

16. Contract Changes. We may change any 
terms and provisions of the contract from 
year to year. If your price election at which 
indemnities are computed is no longer 
offered, the actuarial table will provide the 
price election which you shall be deemed to 
have elected. All contract changes shall be 
available at your service office by October 31 
preceding the cancellation date. Acceptance 
of any changes shall be conclusively 
presumed in the absence of any notice from 
you to cancel the contract. 

17. Meaning of Terms. For the purposes of 
walnut crop insurance: 

a. “Actuarial table” means the forms and 
related material for the crop year approved 
by us which are available for public 
inspection in your service office, and which 
show the production guarantees, coverage 
levels, premium rates, prices for computing 
indemnities, practices where applicable, 
insurable and uninsurable acreage, and 
related information regarding walnut 
insurance in the county. 

b. “Contiguous land” means land which is 
touching at any point, except that land which 
is separated by only a public or private right- 
of-way shall be considered contiguous. 

c. “County” means the county shown on 
the application and any additional land 
located in a local producing area bordering 
on the county, as shown by the actuarial 
table. 

d. “Crop year” means the period beginning 
with the date insurance attaches and ~ 
extending through the normal harvest time 
and shall be designated by the calendar year 
in which the walnuts are normally harvested. 

e. “Harvest” means picking up the walnuts 
for the purpose of removal from the orchard. 

f. “Insurable acreage” means the land 
classified as insurable by us and shown as 
such by the actuarial table. 

g. “Insured” means the person who 
submitted the application accepted by us. 

h. “Person” means an individual, 
partnership, association, corporation, estate, 
trust, or other business enterprise or legal 
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entity, and wherever applicable, a State, a 
political subdivision of a State, or any agency 
thereof. 

i. “Service office” means the office 
servicing your contract as shown on the 
application for insurance or such other 
approved office as may be selected by you or 
designated by us. 

j. “Tenant” means a person who rents land 
from another person for a share of the 
walnuts or a share of the proceeds therefrom. 

k. “Unit” means all insurable acreage of 
walnuts in the county located on contiguous 
land on the date insurance attaches for the 
crop year: 

(1) In which you have a 100 percent share; 
or 

(2) Which is owned by one entity and 
operated by another entity on a share basis. 

Land rented for cash, a fixed commodity 
payment, or any consideration other than a 
share in the walnuts on such land shall be 
considered as owned by the lessee. Land 
which would otherwise be one unit may be 
divided according to applicable guidelines on 
file in your service office or by written 
agreement between you and us. Units will be 
determined when the acreage is reported. 
Errors in reporting such units may be 
corrected by us to conform to applicable 
guidelines when adjusting a loss and we may 
consider any acreage and share of or 
reported by or for your spouse or child or any 
member of your household to be your bona 
fide share or the bona fide share of any other 
person having an interest therein. 

18. Descriptive Headings. The descriptive 
headings of the various policy terms and 
conditions are formulated for convenience 
only and are not intended to affect the 
construction or meaning of any of the 
provisions of the contract. 


19. Determinations. All determinations 
required by the policy shall be made by us. If 
you disagree with our determinations you 
may obtain reconsideration of or appeal 
those determinations in accordance with 
Appeal Regulations. 

20. Notices. All notices required to be given 
by you must be ip writing and received by 
your service office within the designated time 
unless otherwise provided by the notice 
requirement. Notices required to be given 
immediately may be by telephone or in 
person and confirmed in writing. Time of the 
notice will be determined by the time of our 
receipt of the written notice. 


Appendix A. Counties Designated to 
Walnut Crop Insurance—7 CFR Part 446 


The following counties are designated 
for Walnut Crop Insurance under the 
provisions of 7 CFR 446.1. 

San Joaquin 

Stanislaus 

Sutter 

Tehema 

Tulare 


Done in Washington, D.C., on October 14, 
983. 


1 


Peter F. Cole, 


Secretary, Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation. 


Approved by: 
Merritt W. Sprague, 


Manager. 
Dated: November 21, 1983. 


BILLING CODE 3410-08-™ r 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 
14 CFR Part 71 
[Airspace Docket No. 83-ANM-9] 


Proposed Alteration of VOR Federal 
Airways 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This notice proposes to alter 
the description of several very high 
frequency omnirange station (VOR) 
Federal Airways in the vicinity of 
Billings, MT, by deleting and 
renumbering alternate airway segments. 
This action supports our agreement with 
the International Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO) to eliminate all 
alternate airway designations from the 
National Airspace System. 

DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before January 30, 1984. 


ADDRESSES: Send comments on the 
proposal in triplicate to: Director, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, Attention: 
Manager, Air Traffic Division, Docket 
No. 83-ANM-49, Federal Aviation 
Administration, FAA Building, Boeing 
Field, Seattle, WA 98108. § 

The official docket may be examined 
in the Rules Docket, weekdays, except 
Federal holidays, between 8:30 a.m. and 
5:00 p.m. The FAA Rules Docket is 
located in the Office of the Chief 
Counsel, Room 916, 800 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 

An informal docket may also be 
examined during normal business hours 
at the office of the Regional Air Traffic 
Division. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lewis W. Still, Airspace and Air Traffic 
Rules Branch (AAT-230), Airspace- 
Rules and Aeronautical Information 
Division, Air Traffic Service, Federal 
Aviation Administration, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20591; telephone: (202) 
426-8626. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Comments Invited 


Interested parties are invited to 
participate in this proposed rulemaking 
by submitting such written data, views, 
or arguments as they may desire. 
Comments that provide the factual basis 
supporting the views and suggestions 
presented are particularly helpful in 
developing reasoned regulatory 
decisions on the proposal. Comments 
are specifically invited on the overall 
regulatory, economic, environmental, 
and energy aspects of the proposal. 
Communications should identify the 
airspace docket and be submitted in 
triplicate to the address listed above. 
Commenters wishing the FAA to 
acknowledge receipt of their comments 
on this notice must submit with those 
comments a self-addressed, stamped 
postcard on which the following 
statement is made: “Comments to 
Airspace Docket No. 83-ANM-9.” The 
postcard will be date/time stamped and 
returned to the commenter. All 
communications received before the 
specified closing date for comments will 
be considered before taking action on 
the proposed rule. The proposal 
contained in this notice may be changed 
in the light of comments received. All 
comments submitted will be available 
for examination in the Rules Docket 
both before and after the closing date 
for comments. A report summarizing 
each substantive public contact with 
FAA personnel concerned with this 
rulemaking will be filed in the docket. 


Availability of NPRM’s 


Any person may obtain a copy of this 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 
by submitting a request to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, Office of 
Public Affairs, Attention: Public 
information Center, APA-430, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20591, or by calling 
(202) 426-8025. Communications must 
identify the notice number of the NPRM. 
Persons interested in being placed on a 
mailing list for future NPRM’s should 
also request a copy of Advisory Circular 
NO. 11-2 which describes the aplication 
procedure. 


The Proposal 

The FAA is considering an 
amendment to § 71.123 of Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 
Part 71) to alter the descriptions of 
airways in the vicinity of Billings, MT, 
by deleting all alternate route 
designations, renumbering some airway 
segments and revoking segments that 
are not required. This action supports 
our agreement with ICAO to eliminate 
all alternate route designations from the 





National Airspace System. Section 
71.123 of Part 71 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations was republished in 
Advisory Circular AC 70-3A dated 
January 3, 1983. 


ist of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71 


VOR Federal airways, Aviation 
safety. 


The Proposed Amendment 


Accordingly, Pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to amend 
§ 71.123 of Part 71 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) as 
follows: 


V-2 [Amended] 

By deleting the words ", including a south 
alternate from Helena via the INT Helena 
119° and Bozeman, MT, 338° radials; 
Bozeman; INT Bozeman 128° and Livingston 
261° radials; 11 miles, 25 miles, 85 MSL, 
Billings, MT. including a N alternate from 
Helena, 21 miles, 10 miles 105 MSL, 115 MSL, 
INT Helena 089° and Billings 301° radials, 35 
miles 100 MSL, to Billings, excluding the 
airspace between the main and this N 
alternate; 19 miles, 79 miles, 49 MSL, Miles 
City, MT, including an alternate from Billings, 
19 miles, 49 MSL INT Billings 057° and Miles 
City 269° radials, 42 miles, 49 MSL, to Miles 
City;” and substituting the words “; Billings, 
MT; Miles City, MT;”. 

V-247 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “to Crazy Woman, 
WY.” and substituting the words “Crazy 
Woman, WY; INT Crazy Woman 347°T 
(332°M) and Sheridan, WY, 137°T (121°M); 
Sheridan; INT Sheridan 327°T (311°M) and 
Billings, MT, 116°T (099°M) radials; Billings; 
INT Billings 301°T (284°M) and Helena, WY, 
089°T (070°M) radials; to Helena.” 

V-19 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “Crazy Woman, WY; 
Sheridan, WY, including an E alternate; 21 
miles, 35 miles 75 MSL, Billings, MT, 
including an E alternate from Sheridan 21 
miles, 38 miles, 75 MSL, to Billings;” and 
substituting the words “Crazy Woman, WY; 
Sheridan, WY; Billings, MT;”. 


V-21 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “Cut Bank, MT, 
including a W alternate Helena direct Cut 
Bank” and substituting the words “Cut Bank, 
MT”. 


V-536 [Amended] 


By adding to the end of the description the 
words “From Sheridan, WY; Gillette, WY; 
New Castle, WY, to Rapid City, SD.” 


V-86 [Amended] 


By deleting the words “Rapid City, SD, 
including a south alternate from Sheridan, 
WY, via Gillette, WY, Newcastle, WY, to 
Rapid City, SD.” and substituting the words 
“to Rapid City, SD.” 


V-85 [Amended] 


By deleting the words “to Riverton, WY.” 
and substituting the words “Riverton, WY; 


— 


Boysen Reservoir, WY; Cody, WY; to Billings, 
V-187 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “Billings, MT, 
including a west alternate from Boysen 
Reservoir, 9 miles, 56 miles, 91 MSL, via 
Cody, WY, Billings, excluding the airspace 
between the main and this west alternate; 40 
miles, 75 MSL,” and substituting the words 
“Billings, MT;”. 


V-330 [Amended] 


By deleting the words “, Jackson, WY.” and 
substituting the words “; Jackson, WY, 
Dunoir, WY; Riverton, WY; to Casper, WY.” 
V-298 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “Casper, WY, 
including a south alternate from Dunoir 43 
miles 130 MSL, 15 miles 110 MSL, via 
Riverton, WY, 19 miles, 48 miles 77 MSL, 
Casper;” and substituting the words “Casper, 
wy;”. 

(Secs. 307(a) and 313(a), Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1348{a) and 1354{a}); (49 
U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, January 
12, 1983)); and 14 CFR 11.65) 

Note.—The FAA has determined that this 
proposed regulation only involves an 
established body of technical regulations for 
which frequent and routine amendments are 
necessary to keep them operationally current. 
It, therefore—({1) is not a “major rule” under 
Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a 
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034; 
February 26, 1979}; and (3) does not warrant 
preparation of a regulatory evaluation as the 
anticipated impact is so minimal. Since this is 
a routine matter that will only affect air 
traffic procedures and air navigation, it is 
certified that this rule, when promulgated, 
will not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act. 

Issued in Washington, D.C., on November 
30, 1983. 

John W. Baier, 

Acting Manager, Airspace-Rules and 
Aeronautical Information Division. 
[FR Doc. 83-32512 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 71 
[Airspace Docket No. 83-ANM-13] 


Proposed Alteration of VOR Federal 
Airways 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This notice proposes to alter 
the descriptions of several Very High 
Frequency Omnirange Stations VOR 
Federal Airways in the vicinity of 
Billings, MT, by deleting and 
renumbering some alternate airway 
segments and revoking airway segments 
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that are not required. This action 
supports our agreement with the 
International Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO) to eliminate all 
alternate airway designations from the 
National Airspace System. 


DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before January 30, 1984. 


ADDRESSES: Send comments on the 
proposal in triplicate to: Director, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, Attention: 
Manager, Air Traffic Division, Docket 
No. 83—-ANM-13, Federal Aviation 
Administration, FAA Building, Boeing 
Field, Seattle, WA 98108. 


The official docket may be examined 
in the Rules Docket, weekdays, except 
Federal holidays, between 8:30 a.m. and 
5:00 p.m. The FAA Rules Docket is 
located in the Office of the Chief 
Counsel, Room 916, 800 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 

An informal docket may also be 
examined during normal business hours 
at the office of the Regional Air Traffic 
Division. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lewis W. Still, Airspace and Air Traffic 
Rules Branch (AAT-230), Airspace- 
Rules and Aeronautical Information 
Division, Air Traffic Service, Federal 
Aviation Administration, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20591; telephone: (202) 
426-8626. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Comments Invited 


Interested parties are invited to 
participate in this proposed rulemaking 
by submitting such written data, views, 
or arguments as they may desire. 
Comments that provide the factual basis 
supporting the views and suggestions 
presented are particularly helpful in 
developing reasoned regulatory 
decisions on the proposal. Comments 
are specifically invited on the overall 
regulatory, economic, environmental, 
and energy aspects of the proposal. 
Communications should identify the 
airspace docket and be submitted in 
triplicaté to the address listed above. 
Commenters wishing the FAA to 
acknowledge receipt of their comments 
on this notice must submit with those 
comments a self-addressed, stamped 
postcard on which the following 
statement is made: “Comments to 
Airspace Docket No. 83-ANM-13.” the 
postcard will be date/time stamped and 
returned to the commenter. Ail 
communications received before the 
specified closing date for comments will 
be considered before taking action on 
the proposed rule. The proposal 
contained in this notice may be changed 
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in the light of comments received. All 
comments submitted will be available 
for examination in the Rules Docket 
both before and after the closing date 
for comments. A report summarizing 
each substantive public contact with 
FAA personnel concerned with this 
rulemaking will be filed in the docket. 


Availability of NPRM’s 


Any person may obtain a copy of this 
Notice of PROPOSED Rulemaking 
(NPRM) by submitting a request to the 
Federal Aviation Administration, Office 
of Public Affairs, Attention: Public 
Information Center, APA-430, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20591, or by calling 
(202) 426-8058. Communications must 
identify the notice number of this 
NPRM. Persons interested in being 
placed on a mailing list for future 
NPRM’s should also request a copy of 
Advisory Circular No. 11-2 which 
describes the application procedure. 


The Proposal 


The FAA is considering an 
amendment to § 71.123 of Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 
Part 71) to alter the descriptions of 
several VOR Federal Airways in the 
vicinity of Billings, MT, by deleting and 
renumbering some alternate route 
designations and revoking airway 
segments that are not required. This 
action supports our agreement with 
ICAO to eliminate all alternate route 
designations from the National Airspace 
System. Section 71.123 of Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations was 
republished in Advisory Circular AC 70- 
3A dated January 3, 1983. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71 


VOR Federal airways, Aviation 
safety. 


The Proposed Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to amend 
§ 71.123 of Part 71 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) as 
follows: 

V-142 [New] 

From Malad City, ID, via Fort Bridger, WY; 
to Rock Springs, WY. 
V-44 [Revised] 

From Burley, ID; INT Burley 323°T (305°) 
and Boise, ID, 104°T (085°M) radials; Boise; 
Baker, OR. From Walla Walla, WA; 22 miles, 
48 miles, 45 MSL, to Spokane; WA. 

V-4 [Amended] 


By deleting the words “Boise, ID, including 
a south alternate: INT Boise 130° and Burley, 
ID, 292° radials; Burley, including a north 
alternate from Boise 25 miles, 25 miles 90 


MSL, 95 MSL INT Poocatello, ID, 286° and 
Burley 323° radials, Burley, excluding the 
airspace between the main and this alternate 
airway; Malad City, Id; 35 miles, 56 miles, 115 
MSL, Rock Springs, WY, including an S 
alternate from Malad City, 20 miles, 68 miles 
115 MSL, via Fort Bridger, WY, to Rock 
Springs, excluding the airspace between the 
main and this S alternate; 20 miles, 39 miles, 
95 MSL, Cherokee, WY;” and substituting the 
words “Boise, ID; INT Boise 130° (111°M) and 
Burley, ID, 292°T (274°M); Burley; Malad City, 
ID; Rock Springs, WY;”. 


V-391 [New] 


From Grand Junction, CO, via Vernal, UT; 
to Rock Springs, WY. 
V187 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “Rock Springs, WY, 
including a west alternate from Grand 
Junction 45 miles 103 MSL, 14 miles 85 MSL, 
Vernal, UT, 20 miles, 110 MSL, Rock Springs, 
excluding the airspace between the main and 
this west alternate;” and substituting the 
words “Rock Springs, WY;”. 


V-32 [Revised] 

From Reno, NV; via Hazen, NV; Lovelock, 
NV; INT Lovelock 053°T (035°M) and Battle 
Mountain, NV, 264°T (246°M) radials; Battle 
Mountain; Elko, NV; Bonneville, UT; Salt 
Lake City, UT; 17 miles, 45 miles, 105 MSL, 
Fort Bridger, WY. 


V-6 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “Lovelock, NV, 
including a south alternate from Reno to 
Lovelock via Hazen, NV; Battle Mountain, 
NV, including a north alternate;” and 
substituting the words “Lovelock, NV; Battle 
Mountain, NV;”. 

V-21 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “Morman Mesa, NV; 
30 miles, 52 miles, 95 MSL Milford, UT, 
including an E alternate via INT of Morman 
Mesa 059° and Cedar City, UT, 197° radials to 
Cedar City, to Milford, excluding the airspace 
between the main and this E alternate 
airway;” and substituting the words 
“Morman Mesa, NV; Milford, UT;”. 

V-235 [Amended] 

By deleting the words “From Fairfield, UT,” 
and substituting the words “From Morman 
Mesa, NV, via INT Morman Mesa, 059°T 
(043°M) and Cedar City, UT, 197° (181°M) 
radials; Cedar City; Milford, UT; Delta, UT; 
Fairfield, UT;”. 

V-365 [Amended] 

By adding to the end of the description the 
words “From Livingston, MT, 261°T (243°M) 
and Bozeman, MT, 128°T (110°M) radials; 
Bozeman; INT Bozeman 338°T (320°M) and 
Helena 119°T (100°M) radials; Helena; Cut 
Bank, MT.” 

(Secs. 307(a) and 313(a), Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1348(a) and 1354{a)); (49 
U.S.C. 106(g) Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, January 
12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.65) 

Note.—The FAA has determined that this 
proposed regulation only involves an 
established body of technical regulations for 
which frequent and routine amendments are 
necessary to keep them operationally current. 


It, therefore—{1) is not a “major rule” under 
Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a 
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034; 
February 26, 1979); and (3) does not warrant 
preparation of a regulatory evaluation as the 
anticipated impact is so minimal. Since this is 
a routine matter that will only affect air 
traffic procedures and air navigation, it is 
certified that this rule, when promulgated, 
will not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act. 

Issued in Washington, D.C., on November 
30, 1983. 
John W. Baier, 
Acting Manager, Airspace-Rules and 
Aeronautical Information Division. 
[FR Doc. 83-3251 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-™ 


POSTAL SERVICE 
39 CFR Part 10 


Proposed On-Demand international 
Express Mail Service to Belgium 


AGENCY: Postal Service. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to an agreement 
with the postal administration of 
Belgium, the Postal Service proposes to 
begin On-Demand International Express 
Mail Service with Belgium at postage 
rates indicated in the table below. The 
proposed service is scheduled to begin 
on February 11, 1984. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before January 6, 1984. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Leon W. Perlinn, (202) 245-4414. 
ADDRESS: Written comments should be 
directed to the General Manager, Rate 
Development Division, Office of Rates, 
Rates and Classification Department, 
U.S. Postal Service, Washington, DC 
20260-5350. Copies of all written 
comments will be available for public 
inspection and photocopying between 9 
a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
in Room 8620, 475 L’Enfant Plaza West, 
SW., Washington, DC 20260-5350. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
International Mail Manual is 
incorporated by reference in the Federal 
Register, 39 CFR 10.1. Additions to the 
manual concerning the proposed new 
service, including the rate table 
reproduced below, will be made in due 
course. Accordingly, although 39 U.S.C. 
407 does not require advance notice and 
the opportunity for submission of 
comments on international service, and 
the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act regarding proposed 
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rulemaking {5 U.S.C. 553] do not apply 
[39 U.S.C. 410{a)], the Postal Service 
invites interested persons to submit 
written data, views or arguments 
concerning the proposed On-Demand 
International Express Mail Service to 
Belgium at the rates indicated in the 
table below. 


List of Subjects in 39 CFR Part 10 
Postal Service, Foreign relations. 


BELGIUM INTERNATIONAL ExPRESS MaiL ON- 
DEMAND SERVICE ' 





‘Pickup is available under a Service 
added charge of $5.60 os = ickup on regardless of 
the number of pieces pick owe ong = International 
Express Mail picked up So age seme 
Agreement incurs enly pickup charge. 


Agreement for an 


An appropriate amendment to 39 CFR 
10.3 to reflect these changes will be 
published when the final rule is adopted. 
(39 U.S.C. 401, 404, 407.) 

W. Allen Sanders, 


Associate General Counsel, Office of General 
Law and Administration. 


{FR Doc. 83-32579 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 7710-12-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Part 52 

[A-9-FRL 2466-5] 

Approval and Promulgation of 


implementation Plans; California State 
Implementation Plan Revision 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: EPA is proposing to approve, 
as revisions to the California State 
Implementation (SIP), various new and 
amended rules of the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) and the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD). These rules are approvable 
under Section 110 of the Clean Air Act 
because they represent measures 
necessary to insure attainment and 
maintenance of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
DATES: Comments may be submitted up 
to January 6, 1984. 

ADDRESSES: Comments may be sent to: 
Acting Regional Administrator, Attn: Air 
Management Division, Air Programs 
Branch, State Implementation Plan 
Section (A-2-3), Environmental 
Protection Agency, 215 Fremont Street, 
San Francisco, CA 94105. 

Copies of the proposed revisions and 
EPA’s associated Evaluation Report are 
available for public inspection during 
normal business hours at the EPA 
Region 9 office at the above address, 
and at the following location: California 
Air Resources Board, 1102 Q Street, 
Sacramento, CA 95812. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Douglas Grano, Chief, State 
Implementation Plan Section, Air 
Programs Branch, Air Management 
Division, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9, (415) 974-7641. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
State of California submitted revisions 
to the following regulations on the 
indicated dates: 


August 6, 1982 and February 3, 1983 
BAAQMD 


Rule 2-1-207 Organic Compounds, 
Precursor 

Rule 2-1-208 Reasonably Available 
Control Technology (RACT) 

Rule 2-1-301 Authority to Construct 

Rule 2-1-304 Denial, Failure to Meet 
Emission Limitations 

Rule 2-1-307 Failure to Meet Permit 
Conditions 

Rule 2-2-113.2 Exemption, 
Cogeneration Project 

Rule 2-2-115 Exemption, Temporary 
Replacement 

Rule 2-2-209 Organic Compounds 

Rule 2-2-210 Organic Compounds, 
Non-Precursor 

Rule 2-2-211 Organic Compounds, 
Precursor 

Rule 2-2-303.2 Offset Requirements 

Rule 2-2-304.1 Emission Calculation 
Standards 

Rule 2-2-304.2 Emission Calculation 
Standards 

Rule 2-2-404 Publication and Public 
Comments 


February 3, 1983 
BAAQMD 


Regulation3 Fees 
Rule 3-312 Emission Caps and 
Alternative Compliance Plans 


SCAQMD 


Rule 301 Permit Fees 

Rule 304 Analysis Fees 

Rule 401(b) Visible Emissions (Roofing 
Construction Equipment) 

Rule 1148 Thermally Enhanced Oil 
Recovery Wells 


July 19, 1983 
SCAQMD 


Rule 301 Permit Fees 

Rule 301.1 Permit Fee Rates 

Rule 301.2 Fee Schedules 

Rule 431.1 Sulfur Content of Gaseous 
Fuels 


A summary of EPA’s evaluation for 
each revision is as follows: 

These BAAQMD permit revisions 
submitted on August 6, 1982 and 
February 3, 1983 provide clarification 
and improve the enforceability of the 
SIP. The revisions have been evaluated 
against EPA’s August 7, 1980 new source 
review (NSR) regulations, 40 CFR 51.18 
to determine their consistency with 
federal requirements as well as the 
District's previously approved NSR 
Rules. EPA proposes these rules because 
they are consistent with Section 110 of 
the Clean Air Act (CAA) and 40 CFR 
51.18 and strengthen the SIP. 

BAAQMD Rule 3-312 {Emission Caps 
and Alternative Compliance Plans) 
submitted on February 3, 1983 sets an 
additional fee for facilities electing to 
use an alternative compliance plan 
(“bubble”). EPA has determined that the 
rule is approvable since it is consistent 
with Section 10 of the Clean Air Act. 

SCAQMD Rule 301 (Permit Fees) 
submitted on February 3, and July 19, 
1983 provides for fees to be paid when 
obtaining a permit to construct or 
operate, based on fee schedules 
contained in the rule. Rule 304 (Analysis 
Fees) submitted on February 3, 1983 
eliminates charges for ambient air 
monitoring. EPA proposes to approve 
these rules because they are consistent 
with 40 CFR 51.18 and Section 110 of the 
Clean Air Act. 

Rule 401 (Visible Emissions) 
submitted on February 3, 1983 revises 
portions of the same rule submitted on 
August 15, 1980 and addressed in the 
March 23, 1983 Federal Register. On 
March 23, 1983 EPA proposed to 
approve Paragraphs (a), (c), (d), and (e) 
and proposed to disapprove Paragraph 
(b) concerning an exemption for coke 
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oven operations. The February 3, 1983 
submittal reflects a revision to 
Paragraph (e) which eliminates an 
exemption for roofing construction 
equipment. In addition, the February 3 
submittal renumbers the coke oven 
exemption Paragraph from (b) to (e) and 
the roofing construction equipment 
Paragraph from (e) to (b). As a result, 
today’s notice proposes to approve only 
Paragraph (b) as submitted on February 
3, 1983, which strengthens requirements 
for roofing construction equipment. The 
remainder of the rule, including 
disapproval of the coke oven exemption 
Paragraph, is addressed in a separate, 
fittal rulemaking notice. 

New Rule 1148 (Thermally Enhanced 
Oil Recovery Wells) submitted on 
February 3, 1983 establishes emission 
limitations for the operation of steam 
drive wells. EPA proposes to approve 
this rule because it is consistent with 
Section 110 of the Clean Air Act and 
stregthens the SIP. 

Revisions in SCAQMD Rule 301.1 
(Permit Fee Rates) submitted on July 19, 
1983 provide for engineering evaluation 
fees and credit for Solar Energy 
Equipment. New Rule 301.2 (Fee 
Schedules) submitted on July 19, 1983 
establishes fees for the issuance of 
permits to operate a new or modified 
source. EPA proposes to approve these 
rules because they are consistent with 
Section 110 of the Clean Air Act. 

Revisions in SCAQMD Rule 431.1 
(Sulfur Content of Gaseous Fuels) 
submitted on July 19, 1983 remove an 
exemption for on-site burning on sewage 
digester gas. The removal of this 
exemption will result in a decrease of 
emissions for sulfur dioxide. In addition, 
other minor exemptions are added to 
clarify and facilitate administration and 
enforcement of this regulation. 
borg its EPA proposes to approve this 
rule. 

In addition, SCAQMD Rule 1150 
(Excavation of Landfill Sites) was 
submitted on February 3, 1983. However, 
EPA is taking no action on this rule 
since it is not directed at attainment or 
maintenance of the NAAQS, but instead 
is directed at ensuring that a public 
nuisance condition does not occur. 

The Administrator has certified that 
SIP approvals do not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. (See 46 FR 
8709.) This document was submitted to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
under Executive Order 12291. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Air pollution control, Ozorte, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead, 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons. 


(Secs. 110, 129, 171 to 178, and 301{a) of the 
Clean Air Act as amended (42 U.S.C. 7410, 
7429, 7501 to 7508, and 7601(a))) 
Dated: October 30, 1983. 
John Wise, 
Acting Regional Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 83-32320 Filed 12-2-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


40 CFR Part 52 


[EPA Docket No. AW 601DC; A-3-FRL 
2483-2] 


Revision of the District of 
Columbia State Plan 
for Ozone and Carbon Monoxide 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: EPA is proposing to approve 
the 1982 District of Columbia 
Implementation Plan revision for ozone 
and carbon monoxide, which was 
submitted in final form on December 28, 
1982, and supplemented on April 15, 
1983. This revision appears to meet the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act and 
EPA policy. EPA had previously 
proposed disapproval of the District's 
November 8, 1982 final draft plan 
revision (48 FR 5066). However, the 
December 28, 1982 plan revision 
supersedes this earlier revision, and 
appears to correct all the major 
deficiencies in that previous revision. 
The intended effect of the 1982 Ozone. 
and Carbon Monoxide State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions is to 
provide for attainment and maintenance 
of the primary National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for ozone and carbon 
monoxide as required under Part D of 
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977. 


DATE: EPA must receive comments on or 

before February 6, 1984. 

ADDRESSES: Comments should be 

submitted to: Chief, MD/VA/DC/DE 

Section (3AW13), Air & Waste 

Management Division, U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, 6th & 

Walnut Streets, Curtis Building, 

Philadelphia, PA 19106, ATTN: 

AW601DC. 

Copies of the revision and 
accompanying support documents are 
available during normal business hours 
at the following offices: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region III, Air Management Branch, 
Curtis Building, Second Floor, Sixth & 
Walnut Streets, Philadelphia, PA 
19106, Attn: Gregory Ham (3AW13) 

District of Columbia Department of 
Environmental, Services, Bureau of 
Air and Water Quality, 5010 Overlook 


Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20032, 
Attn: V. Ramadass. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gregory Ham at the EPA address above 
or at (215) 597-2745. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 
added a new Part D to Title I of the Act. 
Under this Part, the States had to revise 
their State Implementation Plans (SIPs) 
for all nonattainment areas and submit 
the revision to EPA by January 1, 1979 
(Section 171-178 of the Clean Air Act, 
Section 129{c) (uncodified) of Pub. L. 95- 
95). The revised plan had to provide for 
attainment by December 31, 1982, unless 
the State demonstrated that it would not 
attain either the Ozone (O,) or Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) Standard by that date 
(Sections 172{a)({1), 172(a)(2)). 

If EPA approved this demonstration, 
the attainment date for O, and/or CO 
could be extended up to December 31, 
1987, and the State could defer 
compliance with certain of the Part D 
planning requirements. States receiving 
such extensions were to submit a 
second SIP revision that provides for 
attainment by the approved date and 
complies with all of the Part D 
requirements (Section 172(c)). 

These second SIP revisions had to be 
submitted by Julyt 1, 1982 (Section 129{c) 
(uncodified), Pub. L 95-95). On January 
22, 1981 (46 FR 7182), EPA published 
final criteria for reviewing these 
revisions. These criteria supplement the 
“General Preamble” for SIP revisions for 
nonattainment areas, which was 
published on April 4, 1979 (44 FR 
20372). 

The District of Columbia submitted in 
December, 1978 an initial SIP revision 
for the entire District area, which was 
designated as nonattainment for O' and 
CO. The District requested that EPA 
extend its attainment date for the 
standards until December 31, 1987. EPA 
approved this request and the initial 
plan on December 16, 1981 (46 FR 61254). 

The District submitted a draft revision 
to its O,/CO SIP on July 8, 1982. EPA 
published a Notice of Availability on 
October 20, 1982 (47 FR 46711). The 
District submitted the final draft SIP 
revision on November 8, 1982. EPA 
proposed disapproval of this plan on 
February 3, 1983 (48 FR 5066) because of 
several major deficiencies. 

On December 28, 1982, and April 15, 
1983, the District submitted a final SIP 
revision for ozone and carbon 


‘EPA published four additional notices 
supplementing the general preamble in 1979: July 2, 
1979 (44 FR 38583), August 28, 1979 (44 Fr 50371), 
September 17, 1979 (44 FR 53761), and November 23, 
1979 (44 FR 67182). 





monoxide. Today's notice proposed 
approval of the District's final SIP 
revision, and withdraws the proposed 
disapproval of February 3, 1983. 


Description of Plan 


The following paragraphs discuss the 
major elements of the District's plan for 
attainment and maintenance of the 
ozone and carbon monoxide standards. 


I. Ozone 


Ozone (Os) is formed from various 
precursors, primarily oxides of nitrogen 
and a class of reactive hydrocarbons 
called volatile organic compounds 
(VOC's). VOC emissions are controlled 
to reduce ozone concentrations. The 
entire District of Columbia is designated 
as a nonattainment area for Os, and the 
attainment date is December 31, 1987. 

Because of the three jurisdictions 
involved in the National Capital 
Interstate Air Quality Control Region 
(NCIAQCR), a regional approach to 
reducing ozone levels in this area was 
adopted. Section 174 of the Clean Air 
Act provides for such an approach 
’ involving officials of the affected State 
and local governments. Section 174 also 
provides for the designation, by the 
appropriate authorities, of a lead agency 
for these planning activities. In the 
NCIAQCR, the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments 
(COG) has been designated as the lead 
planning agency. COG therefore 
developed and adopted, in a cooperative 
process with the three jurisdictions, a 
plan intended to attain and maintain the 
standard for O; in this area, and 
recommended this plan to each of the 
three jurisdictions (Maryland, Virginia, 
and the District of Columbia) for 
submittal to EPA. Each of these 
jurisdictions retains the authority for 
developing and implementing control 
measures within these areas, and for 
submitting the final SIP revisions to 
EPA. 

The District has incorporated the 
COG plan, entitled the Fina/ 
Washington Metropolitan Air Quality 
Plan for Control of Ozone and Carbon 
Monoxide, as the basis for its 1982 SIP 
revision. 

The District's plan for Os; is discussed 
below in the following sections: (a) 
Emission Inventory, (b) Demonstration 
of Attainment/Modeling, (c) Reasonable 
Further Progress, (d) Stationary Source 
Controls, (e) Transportation Control 
Measures, and (f) Inspection and 
Maintenance. 

(a) Emission Inventory—For the 1982 
SIP, states were required to submit a 
comprehensive emissions inventory 
indicating emission levels from all 


sources of VOC's and oxides of nitrogen 
for both 1980 and 1987. 

For the NCIAQCR, a regional 
emission inventory for 1980 and 1987 
was developed in the COG plan. This 
inventory included point, mobile, and 
area sources of VOC and NO,, and the 
procedures used to calculate emission 
levels were described in the COG plan. 
EPA presented comments to COG on the 
emission inventory during its 
development, and COG-has adequately 
responded to these comments. 
Therefore, EPA believes that the 
emissions inventory is generally 
consistent with EPA guidelines and 
requirements. ; 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes to 
approve the emissions inventory portion 
of the SIP. 

(b) Demonstration of Attainment/ 
Modeling—To insure consistency among 
states which are required to 
demonstrate attainment by 1987, EPA 
encouraged each State to use the City- 
Specific Empirical Kinetic Modeling 
Approach (EKMA). COG ran EKMA to 
determine the VOC reduction necessary 
in the NCIAQCR to achieve the ozone 
standard by December 31, 1987. 

The EKMA analysis in the District's 
SIP is based on monitored air quality 
data in the Metropolitan Washington, 
D.C. area from 1980 and 1981. Numerous 
representative days were modeled by 
COG resulting in a 46 percent VOC 
reduction requirement for the region 
based on a 0.16 ppm ozone value 
recorded at the Takoma monitoring site 
in Washington, D.C. on July 16, 1980. 


-Using the 46 percent reduction required, 


the Metropolitan Washington, D.C. area 
must reduce 1980 VOC emissions of 342 
tons per day by 157 tons to achieve 
attainment by the end of 1987. The 
current plan demonstrates a VOC 
emission reduction of 118 tons per day 
by 1987, leaving an additional reduction 
of 39 tons per day needed to attain the 
standard. Emission reduction targets 
were estimated by the three 
jurisdictions to achieve the needed 39 
tons. The targets are: District of 
Columbia—10 tons, Maryland—14 tons, 
and Virginia—16 tons. These targets 
were rounded up to a total of 40 tons per 
day for planning purposes. Control 
measures in the District's SIP will 
reduce emissions by 9.56 tons per year. 
The schedules for implementation of 
these control measures were included in 
this SIP, and are discussed in the 
“Stationary Source Controls” and 
“Transportation Control Measures” 
sections of this notice. 

In its SIP submittal, the District states 
that “the precise allocation (of emission 
reductions) among the jurisdictions is to 
be determined at a later time,” either 
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through the COG process “or an 
appropriate alternative.” However, 
since emission reduction targets were 
submitted in the SIP, EPA will use these 
targets for each jurisdiction. Any future 
changes to these targets or other aspects 
of the plan must be submitted as a SIP 
revision. Since Section 174 of the Clean 
Air Act requires consultation among 
State and local government officials in 
developing SIP revisions, the COG 
process is the preferred procedure for 
revising SIP elements. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes to 
approve the demonstration of 
attainment/modeling portion of the SIP. 

(c) Reasonable Further Progress—The 
District has submitted an adequate 
Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) 
presentation and discussion in the SIP. 
This presentation consists of a graph 
showing emission reductions from 1980 
to 1987 of 36 tons per day of non- 
methane hydrocarbon emissions. This 36 
tons per day represents a 26 ton per day 
reduction of base case emissions 
(largely from the FMVCP and I/M), plus 
the additional 10 tons per day reduction 
from additional control measures which 
are committed to as part of this SIP. The 
District has existing new source review 
and offset requirements which will 
allow growth while remaining within the 
RFP limitation, and continue to maintain 
attainment of the ozone standard after 
1987. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes tu 
approve the reasonable further progress 
portion of the SIP. 

(d) Stationary Source Controls—The 
Clean Air Act requires States to adopt 
regulations requiring Reasonably 
Available Control Technology (RACT). 
Therefore, as part of the 1982 submittal 
States must include RACT for: (a) All 
sources of VOC's covered by a Control 
Techniques Guideline (CTG) and (b) all 
remaining major stationary sources with 
the potential to emit more than 100 tons 
of VOC per year. 

EPA requires that the submittal either 
include legally enforceable measures to 
implement RACT for the sources, or else 
document the State’s determination that 
the existing level of control represents 
RACT for each of these sources. 

Enforceable schedules for adoption 
and implementation of regulations may 
be acceptable in lieu of adopted 
regulations, if reasonable further 
progress is maintained and the 
schedules are as expeditious as 
practicable. 

1. CTG Regulations: The District has 
submitted régulations for applicable 
Group I CTG categories, as well as 
regulations for tank truck leak controls 
(a Group II CTG category). These 
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regulations have been approved by EPA. 
However, final regulations for dry 
cleaning sources have not been 
submitted. The District has submitted 
draft regulations for perchloroethylene 
dry cleaning sources. These regulations 
are scheduled to be adopted and 
submitted during 1984 and are 
equivalent to RACT in their present 
form. On October 24, 1983 at 48 FR 
49097, the Agency proposed to add 
perchloroethylene to the list of organic 
compounds which are negligibly 
reactive. If final action is taken and 
perchloroethylene is added to the list, 
the EPA would not approve or enforce 
controls on perchloroethylene as part of 
a federally enforceable Os SIP. As 
stated in that notice, however, the EPA 
is not precluding the possible future 
regulation of perchloroethylene under 
other provisions of the Clean Air Act or 
under other environmental legislation. 

Two graphic arts facilities emitting 
over 100 tons per year in the District are 
not currently controlled to RACT levels. 
The District is developing a regulation 
for these sources, but has submitted 
neither this regulation nor a schedule for 
adoption of this regulation as part of the 
SIP. The District has committed to apply 
RACT to these sources. Action is 
expected on this regulation prior to 
December, 1984. If the regulation is not 
adopted, the District plans to control 
these sources through an existing 
regulation on sources emitting 
photochemically reactive solvents. 
Either regulation appears to be at least 
equivalent to RACT, and should be 
acceptable. However, the District must 
submit a schedule for implementing the 
applicable regulation. 

The District has developed a draft 
regulation for petroleum dry cleaning, 
and intends to submit this regulation to 
EPA when it is adopted. This is the only 
Group III CTG category which wil! be 
applicable in the District. 

2. Regulations for 100 Ton Sources— 
The District has demonstrated that 
RACT has been applied to all other 
sources emitting volatile organic 
compounds at levels exceeding 100 tons 
per year. 

Proposed Action: EPA is proposing to 
approve the stationary source control 
portion of this SIP, provided a schedule 
for the control of the graphic arts 
sources is submitted to EPA for 
inclusion in the SIP prior to final action 
on this SIP. 

e. Transportation Control Measures 
(TCM's)—The Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments (COG) is the 
lead agency for development of the 
transportation portion of the 1982 SIP for 
the District of Columbia. In developing a 
regional transportation control plan as a 


part of the overall control strategy, COG 
examined the feasibility of applying the 
19 categories of measures listed in 
Section 108(f) of the Act and considered 
to be “reasonably available.” COG 
considered fifteen of these eighteen 
categories to be feasible for 
implementation in the National Capital 
Interstate AQCR. COG then considered 
60 specific measures derived from these 
categories for inclusion into the SIP. The 
District, in cooperation with Maryland, 
Virginia and COG, analyzed the effects 
of these measures on emission of 
pollutants, on consumption of gasoline, 
and on factors other than air quality 
goals (including costs of these 
measures). As a result of this analysis, 
COG has developed the following 
transportation measures designed to 
reduce VOC emissions in the District of 
Columbia: 

1. Metro; 

2. Signal systems; 

3. Parking restrictions; 

4. Bicycle improvements; 

5. Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Implementation, and; 

6. Ridesharing Improvements; 

7. 1/M improvements. 


The District has committed to 
implementing these measures to the 
extent that they are “reasonably 
available.” The COG transportation 
plan and the District's Appendix A 
contain legally enforceable 
commitments necessary to implement 
the above-listed transportation 
measures. In addition, the District's 
transportation plan addresses basic 
transportation needs, and efforts are 
continuing to expand and improve 
public transportation. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes 
approval of the COG-developed . 
transportation plan for the District of 
Columbia portion of the National 
Capital Interstate AQCR. 

f. Inspection and Maintenance (I/ 
M)—All major urban areas that needed 
an extension beyond 1982 to attain the 
standard for O; or CO were required to 
include vehicle I/M as a portion of its 
1979 SIP revision. The District had 
previously submitted enabling 
legislation for an 1/M program which 
was approved as a SIP revision on 
December 16, 1981 (46 FR 61254). 

The 1982 SIP revision must include: (1) 
The rules and regulations for 
implementing an I/M program that will 
meet the minimum requirements for 
emission reductions, and (2) 
commitments to other needed program 
details that will provide for an 
acceptable I/M program. I/M elements 
already submitted and approved as part 
of an earlier SIP submittal need not be 
submitted again. The 1982 SIP policy 


54835 


published on January 22, 1981 (46 FR 
7182), discusses these requirements. 

The overall adequacy of each critical 
element of the I/M program, and 
therefore the approvability of the 1982 
SIP revision, was determined by 
comparing each element to established 
I/M policy. I/M program elements must 
be consistent with EPA policy, or must 
be shown to be equivalent. 

The Districts 1/M program began 
mandatory inspections on January 17, 
1983. The District submitted the 
following elements to satisfy the 
requirements of the 1982 SIP revision: 


—Inspection Test Procedures 
—Enmission Standards 
—Emission Analyzer Specifications and 

Maintenance/Calibration 

Requirements 
—Recordkeeping and Record Submittal 

Requirements 
—Quality Control, Audit, and 

Surveillance Procedures 
—Public Awareness Plan 
—Other Program Rules, Regulations, 

and Procedures. 

The District's I/M program incudes 
two vehicle inspection stations operated 
by the D.C. Department of 
Transportation, and licensed, privately- 
owned reinspection station located 
throughout the District. Approved 
training is required for mechanics 
involved in reinspection procedures, and 
reinspection stations must be relicensed 
every two years. EPA has reviewed the 
District's I/M program submission and 
has found that it meets EPA 
requirements except as noted below. 

The District has not yet submitted- 
information to fully satisfy the 
requirements of the 1982 SIP revision for 
two elements: 1. Audit and Surveillance 
procedures, and 2. the procedures used 
in the issuance of approval and rejection 
stickers. 

EPA policy requires at least monthly 
audits of decentralized inspection 
stations, such as the reinspection 
stations licensed in the District's I/M 
program, or an alternate surveillance 
system which is at least as effective as a 
system of monthly audits. In EPA’s final 
action on the District's 1979 SIP revision 
(46 FR 61254, Dec. 16, 1981), an 
inconsistency was noted in the District's 
I/M regulations relating to the issuance 
of approval and rejection stickers (page 
61259). At that time, EPA requested 
further clarification from the District on 
the procedures used in the issuance of 
these stickers. 

EPA believes that the District's I/M 
program is meeting EPA requirements in 
both of these areas. Nevertheless, the 
District must submit information to fully 
describe these two elements before EPA 





can take final action on the District's 
1982 SIP revision. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes to 
approve the I/M portion of the SIP for 
the District of Columbia; however, EPA 
will not take final action on this portion 
of the plan until the District submits its 
audit and surveillance procedures and 
sticker issuance procedures. 


II. Carbon Monoxide 


Transportation sources, especially 
autobilies, are responsible for 93 percent 
of CO emissions in this area. CO is 
monitored at 10 sites throughout the 
region. Violations of the 8-hour standard 
have been recorded in areas of high 
traffic density. The entire District of 
Columbia is currently designated as 
nonattainment for CO. The attainment 
date for the District is December 31, 
1987. 

CO concentrations are expected to 
decrease significantly by 1987 due to a 
continuation of the Federal Motor 
Vehicle Control program and 
implementation of vehicle I/M. In order 
to determine expected concentrations of 
CO in 1987, the District performed 
several analyses of CO emissions. These 
included use of several techniques for 
modeling highway CO concentrations, 
and a modeling analysis of the primary 
point source of CO emissions (the Solid 
Waste Reduction Center). These 
analyses, which were submitted as part 
of the SIP, demonstrate that the 
standards for CO will be attained by 
1987. The plan also contains an 
adequate demonstration of Reasonable 
Further Progress (RFP). This material 
satisfies EPA criteria, and the District's 
submittal included all items necessary 
for an approval CO plan. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes to 
approve the CO portion of the SIP. 

C. Additional Requirements—1. 
Conformity of Federal Actions. 
Compliance with Section 176({c) of the 
Clean Air Act requires a close ; 
cooperative effort between all agencies 
granted Federal funding. 

Routine procedures which are part of 
the basic planning process performed by 
COG and the State and local 
governments will ensure that no projects 
will be constructed or implemented 
which will produce emissions that are 
inconsistent with the adopted SIP. 
Compliance with Sections 176{c) and 316 
also requires the use of consistent 
population projections in all Federal 
funding activities. COG has developed a 
“Cooperative Forecasting Process” 
which fills this need. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes to 
approve this portion of the SIP. 

2. Consultation with State and Local 
Officials. During the preparation of the 


1982 SIP, the District, via the COG 
planning process, insured the continued 
involvement of the public and all 
appropriate government agency 
officials. Opportunity was given for all 
interested parties to participate in the 
development of the transportation plan 
and other elements of the SIP. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes to 
approve this portion of the SIP. 

3. Conformance with Other 
Requirements of Section 172 of the 
Clean Air Act. Section 172(b) of the 
Clean Air Act requires that certain items 
be included in all SIP revisions. Most of 
these requirements have been addressed 
above. Following is a discussion of the 
remaining requirements. 

a. Commitment of Financial and 
Manpower Resources—The District has 
committed adequate financial and 
manpower resources to carry out the 
programs established in the 1982 SIP. 

b. Analysis of Effects—The District 
submitted an analysis of the effects the 
SIP will have on air quality, health, 
welfare, the economy, energy and 
society. In general, there are few 
negative effects, and these will be 
minimal. The majority of the effects of 
the plan on each of the above-mentioned 
criteria will be neutral or positive. 

c. Contingency Plan—EPA’s January 
1981 policy also requires States to 
develop a process for identifying and 
implementing additional transportation 
control measures that can be used in the 
event that there is an unanticipated 
shortfall in emission reductions. The 
COG plan includes a list of measures 
which will be considered in each 
circumstance and describes the process 
which will be used to make up any 
future shortfalls. 

Proposed Action: EPA proposes to 
approve this portion of the SIP. 


EPA Action 


Proposed Action: Based on the above 
information, EPA is proposing to 
approve the 1982 State Implementation 
Plan for ozone for the District of 
Columbia, submitted on December 28, 
1982 and April 15, 1983. However, prior 
to final approval, the District must 
submit schedules for the control of two 
graphic arts sources. EPA is soliciting 
public comment on this notice and any 
related matters. Interested parties may 
participate in the Federal rulemaking 
procedures by submitting written 
comments to the address above. 

The Administrator's decision to 
approve or disapprove the plan revision 
will be based on whether it meets the 
requirements of Sections 110(a)(2)(A)- 
(K) and 110(a)(3) of the Clean Air Act, as 
amended, and EPA regulations in 40 
CFR Part 51. 
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The Office of Management and Budget 
has exempted this rule from the 
requirements of Section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 

Under 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the 
Administrator has certified that SIP 
approvals do not have a significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. (See 46 FR 8709). 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, 
Intergovernmental relations, Lead, 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons. 

Authority: Secs. 110{a), 172 and 301(a) of 
the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
7410(a), 7502, and 7601(a)). 

Dated: August 23, 1983. 

Thomas P. Eichler, 

Regional Administrator. 

{FR Doc. 83-32435 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


40 CFR Part 773 
[OPTS-47002B BH-FRL 2395-4] 
Chlorinated Benzenes 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 


ACTION: Proposed rule related notice; 
request for comments. 


SUMMARY: On July 18, 1980, EPA issued 
a proposed test rule for health effects 
testing of monochlorobenzene, specific 
isomers of di-, tri-, and 
tetrachlorobenzenes, and 
pentachlorobenzene. EPA now intends 
to withdraw the proposed test 
requirements, except for the proposed 
requirement for oncogenicity testing of 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene and the proposed 
health effects tests for 1,2,4,5- 
tetrachlorobenzene, based on EPA’s 
analysis of data received during, and 
subsequent to, the public comment 
period for the proposal and on testing 
being conducted by the manufacturers 
of chlorobenzenes. An industry- 
proposed testing program, sponsored by 
the Chlorobenzene Producers 
Association, should generate sufficient 
data to reasonably determine or predict 
the reproductive effects of 
monochlorobenzene and ortho- and 
para-dichlorobenzene. The need for 
oncogenicity testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene will be determined 
based on data being developed by the 
National Toxicology Program and the 
Chlorobenzene Producers Association, 
and will be the subject of later public 
meeting. 
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DATE: Written comments should be 
received by February 6, 1984. 

ADDRESS: Written comments should 
bear the document control number 
[OPTS—47002B] and should be submitted 
in triplicate to: TSCA Public Information 
Office (TS-793), Office of Pesticides and 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-108, 401 M St. 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. 

The Adminstrative record supporting 
this action is available for public 
inspection in Rm. E-107 at the above 
address from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except legal 
holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jack P. McCarthy, Director, TSCA 
Assistance Office (TS-799), Office of 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
St. SW., Washington, D.C. 20460, toll 
free: (800-424-9065), in Washington, DC: 
(554-1404), Outside the USA: (operator- 
202-554-1404). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


Section 4({a) of the Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA) (Pub. L. 94-469, 90 
Stat. 2003; 15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) 
authorizes the EPA to promulgate 
regulations requiring testing of chemical 
substances and mixtures in order to 
develop data relevant to determining the 
risks that such chemicals may present to 
human health and the environment. 

Section 4{e) of TSCA established an 
Interagency Testing Committee (ITC) to 
recommend to the EPA a list of 
chemicals to be considered for the 
promulgation of testing rules under 
section 4(a) of the Act. The ITC 
designated monochlorobenzene and the 
dichlorobenzenes for health and 
environmental effects testing, as 
published in the Federal Register of 
October 12, 1977 (42 FR 55026). Tri-, 
tetra-, and pentachlorobenznes were 
designated later by the ITC for similar 
testing, as published in the Federal 
Register of October 30, 1978 (43 FR 
50630). The specific recommendations 
for the lower (mono- and di-) 
chlorinated benzenes were 
carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, 
teratogenicity, other chronic effects, 
environmental effects testing, and 
epidemiology studies. The test 
recommendations for the higher 
chlorinated benzenes were similar 
except for modifying the “other chronic 
effects” testing recommendation to 
include testing for ‘other toxic effects”, 
particularly effects on the neurological 
and hematopoietic systems. 

The Agency issued a proposed health 
effects test rule for both groups of 


chlorinated benzenes designated by the 
ITC which was published in the Federal 
Register of July 18, 1980 (45 FR 48524). 
The proposed rule was based upon a 
finding that there may be an 
unreasonable health risk as described 
under TSCA section 4{a)(1)(A). Although 
the finding was made for the posers of 
chlorobenzenes as a whole, EPA 
proposed that manufacturers and 
processors of the chlorinated benzenes 
whould be required to conduct 
oncogenicity, structural teratogenicity, 
reproductive effects and subchronic/ 
chronic effects testing of only certain 
members of the category. 

The specific test requirements 
proposed on July 18, 1980, are 
designated with an “X” in Table 1 
below. The numerical superscripts in the 
table summarize EPA's reasons for not 
proposing certain test for specific 
chlorobenzenes as discussed in the July 
18, 1980, proposal and give EPA’s 
subsequent conclusions concerning the 
proposed test requirements. The bases 
for these latter conclusions are 
presented in Units II and III of this 
notice. 


TABLE 1.—SUMMARY OF TEST NEEDS AD- 
DRESSED IN THE 7-18-80 PROPOSED RULE* 
AND RATIONALES FOR TENTATIVE DECISIONS 
Not To Pursue SUCH TESTING THROUGH 
RULEMAKING 


* scageate org progam, 

oe National Toxicology Program 
=Decision deferred 

bioassays and short-term tests. 

1 =Sufficient data available prior to proposed rule to rea- 

sonably predict health risk. 

*=Adequate reproductive effects study has been per- 


* = Sufficient data available prior to proposed rule to char- 


Although the Agency did propose 
structural teratogenic effects testing of 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, EPA stated that it 
would reconsider the need to include 
teratogenic testing requirements for 


54837 


1,2,4-trichlorobenzene in a final test rule 
upon evaluation of the test deta from an 
Agency-sponsored teratogenicity 
screening study being conducted at 
Research Triangle Park, N.C. 

Also in its proposed rule, the Agency 
solicited comments on additional health 
effects testing which included 
neurotoxicity, behavioral teratogenicity, 
mutagenicity, and metabolism testing of 
the chlorobenzenes. However, the 
Agency indicated it intended to defer 
requiring such testing because (1) EPA 
was not prepared to specify test 
standards for neurotoxicity, behavioral 
teratogenicity, or metabolism testing, 
and (2) EPA had not yet developed 
mutagenicity testing sequence criteria. 
Subsequently, the Agency has published 
test guidelines for some neurotoxicity 
and metabolism testing (Ref. 1) and has 
itself initiated lower tiered mutagenicity 
testing of several of the industrially and 
commercially important isomers of the 
chlorinated benzenes (Ref. 2). The EPA 
believes that information generated by 
ongoing testing may bear on the 
determination of the need for 
neurotoxicity testing and has therefore 
decided not to propose neurotoxicity 
testing at this time. Guidelines are still 
not available for behavioral 
teratogenicity testing. The Agency will 
reevaluate the need for neurotoxicity 
and behavioral teratogenicity testing of 
the chlorobenzenes after it has assessed 
data from existing, ongoing, and 
proposed testing addressed later in this 
notice. The Agency does not consider 
these testing concerns to be dismissed 
by this action and intends to resolve the 
need to require neurotoxicity and 
behaviorial teratogenicity testing thru 
further analysis in calendar year 1984. 

The Agency did not propose testing 
for oncogenicity of monochlorobenzene, 
ortho- and para-dichlorobenzenes, and 
teratogenicity and subchronic/chronic 
effects of pentachlorobenzene because 
adequate testing appeared to be 
underway or completed to characterize 
all these effects. Nor did it propose 
reproductive effects testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene because an Agency- 
sponsored test was then in progress. 
Epidemiology studies were not proposed 
because the Agency was unable to 
identify a suitable cohort. To date no 
epidemiological information is known to 
exist for the chlorobenzenes. 

The Agency did not include 
environmental effects testing in its July 
18, 1980, proposal because 
environmental effects test standards 
development had not progressed at the 
same rate as that for some health effects 
and, therefore, test standards were 
unavailable for supporting an 





environmental effects test rule. 
Environmental effects testing needs for 
the chlorobenzenes are currently being 
assessed and will be addressed by the 
Agency in a future Federal Register 
notice in this calendar year. 


Il. Events Subsequent to Proposal 


In its July 18, 1980, proposed health 
effects test rule for chlorinated 
benzenes, EPA asked commenters to 
provide any other relevant health effects 
studies or data that were not referenced 
by the testing support document and 
which might cause thé Agency to revise 
its evaluation of testing needs for the 
chlorobenzenes. A considerable amount 
of voluntarily submitted information 
was received after publication of the 
proposal. As a result EPA reevaluated 
the testing it had proposed and 
concluded that, with the exceptions of 
the oncogenicity testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene and the reproductive 
effects testing of monochlorobenzene 
and ortho- and para-dichlorobenzenes, 
the testing as originally proposed is 
either already being performed or no 
longer necessary. This information is in 
the public record of this proceeding and 
may be commented upon during the 
public comment period established by 
this notice. Some information was 
received in respones to the TSCA 
section 8(d) Health and Safety Data 
Reporting rule (September 2, 1982, 47 FR 
38780) and the TSCA section 8(a) 
Preliminary Assessment Information 
rule (June 22, 1982, 47 FR 26992). 

After evaluating the available 
exposure information the chlorobenzene 
manufacturers had submitted after 
issuance of the proposed rule, the 
Agency had determined initially that 
there was insufficient human exposure 
to tetra- and pentachlorobenzenes to 
present an unreasonable risk to human 
health. However, more recent 
information on production and use of 
tetrachlorobenzenes was submitted to 
the Agency (see Unit IIL.A.). This new 
information has prompted the Agency to 
reconsider its initial determination for 
not requiring health effects testing of 
tetrachlorobenzenes while proceeding to 
publish its testing decisions regarding 
the other chlorobenzenes. Consequently, 
the Agency is deferring its final decision 
on the need for testing of 
tetrachlorobenzenes until the potential 
for exposure through the new production 
and use of tetrachlorobenzenes can be 
assessed adequately. 

In June, 1981, EPA informed the 
Chlorobenzene Producers Association 
(CPA) of the results of its tentative 
reassessment of testing needs and over 
the next 8 months, began discussions 
with industry about additional testing. 


Generally, EPA does not negotiate 
testing with industry after it has 
proposed a test rule. The policy of not 
negotiating after proposal was adopted 
because the advantages of negotiations, 
i.e., saving time and Agency resources, 
are less if the Agency has already issued 
a proposed test rule. However, the 
chlérobenzenes were treated as an 
exception to this policy because 
negotiations with industry were well 
underway at the time the policy was 
adopted. On February 26, 1982, the CPA 
proposed a test program for the 
chlorobenzenes for the remaining health 
effects of concern (Ref. 3). EPA delayed 
publishing this notice because of the 
Agency’s need to give highest priority to 
complying with the court-ordered test 
rule actions for calendar year 1982 
(Costle vs NRDC; 79 Civ 2411, U.S. 
District Court, January 9, 1981). 
Meanwhile, the CPA decided not to 
initiate its proposed testing until EPA 
formally accepted the test program 
through a published Federal Register 
notice and public comment was received 
on the CPA test proposal. 


A. Reproductive Effects Testing of 
mono- and Dichlorobenzenes 


The CPA proposes to conduct 
reproductive effects testing of 
monochlorobenzene, and ortho- and 
para-dichlorobenzenes under a 
“decision tree” or tiered approach. 
Testing on monochlorobenzene will be 
performed first because (1) evidence 
suggesting reproductive toxicity is 
available for monochlorobenzene (see 
Chlorinated Benzenes Support 
Document for the proposed rule) and (2) 
reproductive effects test data on 
monochlorobenzene. in combination 
with that now available for 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene will be most useful for 
making reproductive effects testing 
decisions about the dichlorobenzenes 
since these chlorobenzene isomers 
structurally bracket the 
dichlorobenzenes. 

If the test on monochlorobenzene fail 
to show a biologically significant 
adverse reproductive effect, no further 
reproductive effects testing will be 
necessary for the dichlorobenzenes. As 
stated in Unit III. D. 2. below, EPA 
believes that if reproductive effects 
testing of monochlorobenzene fails to 
yield a biologically significant adverse 
reproductive effect, this when combined 
with negative reproductive effects for 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene and other 
available information will mean there is 
no basis for believing that these 
chemicals are likely to pose an 
unreasonable risk of reproductive 
effects to humans. If, however, the 
monochlorobenzene study does show a 
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biologically significant adverse 
reproductive effect, the producers, in 
consultation with EPA, will select either 
ortho- or para-dichlorobenzene for 
consideration for reproductive effects 
testing. Together with EPA, the 
producers will then evaluate all other 
data available at the time regarding the 
dichlorobenzene selected, including 
exposure data and toxicity data, to 
determine whether a reproductive effect 
study on either ortho- or para- 
dichlorobenzene is needed. If, after that 
evaluation, there remains a need for a 
reproductive effect study on the first 
dichlorobenzene as determined by EPA, 
the producers will conduct such a study. 

Upon the completion of the first 
dichlorobenzene study, the producers, 
together with EPA, will evaluate all 
other data available at the time, 
including available exposure and 
toxicity data and the results of the 
monochlorobenzene and 
dichlorobenzene studies, to determine 
whether the second dichlorobenzene 
should be tested for reproductive 
effects. If after that evaluation, there 
remains a need for a reproductive 
effects study on the second 
dichlorobenzene as determined by EPA, 
the producers will conduct such a study. 

Reproductive effects testing pratocols 
will be submitted to the Agency in 
advance of each study. The protocols for 
the monochlorobenzene study will be 
consistent with those proposed by the 
Agency on July 26, 1979 (44 FR 44087), 
with appropriate modification for the 
inhalation route of exposure. 
Subsequent protocols may vary 
depending upon the state of the art at 
the time the study is undertaken. 

The complete reproductive effects 
testing proposal is contained in the 
public record for the chlorobenzenes 
and is part of the comprehensive test 
agreement package contained in (Ref. 3) 
of Unit V of this notice. 

Persons interested in reviewing the 
reproductive effects test data for the 
individual chlorobenzenes being 
proposed for testing and assisting the 
Agency in determining whether 
additional reproductive effects testing 
will be necessary, should notify the 
Agency at the address given above. 


B. DNA Repair and Cell Transformation 
Tests on Monochlorobenzene, ortho- 
Dichlorobenzene and 1,2,4- 
Trichlorobenzene 


In discussing the question of 
oncogenicity testing for 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene, CPA suggested that a 
testing decision should be based on the 
results from the National Toxicology 
Program's (NTP’s) chornic toxicity 
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bioassays on monoclorobenzene and 
ortho-dichlorobenzene. The Agency 
agreed that the results of the bioassays 
would be useful, but suggested that 
additional in vitro cell transformation 
data also might be useful in making a 
priority decision concerning the need for 
oncogenicity testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene. As a result of these 
discussions, the CPA initiated DNA 
repair and cell transformation assays for 
each of the following: 
monochlorobenzene, ortho- 
dichlorobenzene, and 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene. 

The DNA repair study is in a primary 
hepatocyte cell culture from adult male 
F-344 rats. The major advantage 
proposed for this test system is that the 
liver has the broadest capability for 
biotransformation of xenobiotics, and in 
this test system cultured hepatocytes 
will provide this same metabolic 
capability but in an intact cell system. 
This test has been conducted according 
to a method developed by Dr. Gary 
Williams, (Refs. 4,5). This test protocol 
was reviewed by EPA prior to initiation 
of the study. The DNA repair test 
proposal is attachment B-1 of the 
February 26, 1982, comprehensive test 
proposal (Ref. 3), and is available for 
inspection in the public record. This 
study will follow the proposed testing 
guidelines for detecting effects on DNA 
repair or recombination (the guidelines 
first proposed as test standards in 40 
CFR 772.114-4). 

The DNA repair assay is currently 
being performed. A copy of the final test 
report including study results will be 
incorporated into the public record for 
this action when it is made available to 
the Agency by the CPA later this year. 

Attachment B-2 of the CPA test 
program (Ref. 3) contains the protocol 
for a cell transformation assay in adult 
Fischer F-344 rat liver epithelial cells. 
The assessment of neopiasiic 
transformation by chemicals in adult rat 
epithelial cell lines (ARL) involves assay 
for five markers of transformation. 
Growth on soft agar, growth in low 
calcium medium, increase in cell density 
at confluency, presence of cytochemical 
activity of gamma-glutamyl 
transpeptidase, and increase in 2- 
deoxyglucose uptake have established 
by San, et a/., 1979 (Ref. 6) as objective 
and quantifiable markers of 
transformation in liver cells. These 
markers were shown to be induced by 
chemical carcinogens (Shimada, e¢ al., 
1980) (Ref. 7). 

The advantages cited by CPA for the 
ARL transformation assay are that these 
lines are of epithelial origin, producing 
carcinomas upon implantation in 
animals after transformation (Williams 


et al., 1973) (Ref. 8); and, being derived 
from liver, they retain a broad capability 
for intact cell carcinogen metabolism as 
shown in mutagenesis studies (Tong and 
Williams, 1978 and 1980) (Refs. 9, 10) 

The reliability of these cell 
transformation and DNA repair assays 
for predicting the oncogenic potential of 
untested chemicals has not been fully 
established. EPA has sponsored testing 
of known chemical carcinogens and 
non-carcinogens in these assays in an 
attempt to validate the usefulness of the 
test systems for predicting chemically- 
induced oncogenicity. However, these 
studies were never completed and the 
assays were never fully validated by 
EPA for general use. (Final reports for 
the completed test results are available 
for inspection in the public docket.) 
Nevertheless, EPA believes that test 
data resulting from the CPA program 
specifically using the chlorobenzenes, 
when assessed with EPA’s own 
mutagenicity test data and the results 
from NTP’s chronic toxicity bioassays, 
will provide information relevant to 
determining the need for 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene oncogenicity testing. 
EPA plans to re-open the comment 
period and hold a public meeting in the 
first quarter of 1984 to discuss the 
results from all these tests and establish 
their usefulness in determining the need 
for the oncogenicity testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene. 


C. Interactive Process 


EPA and the manufacturers have 
agreed, that as each necessary sequence 
of the reproductive effects testing is 
completed, they will meet to discuss 
whether the test data will enable the 
Agency to assess the health risk for the 
test chemical. 

1. CPA has agreed to furnish EPA with 
the names and addresses of the 
laboratories conducting the tests 
described above as soon as they are 
available. The specific test being 
performed by each laboratory shall be 
indicated. 

2. CPA has agreed to adhere to the 
Good Laboratory Practice Standards 
adopted by the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) in 43 FR 59986 
(December 22, 1978). 

3. CPA has agreed to permit 
laboratory audits/inspections by the 
EPA or FDA in accordance with the 
authority and procedures outlined in 
TSCA Section 11. These inspections 
may be conducted for purposes which 
include verification that testing has 
begun, that schedules are being met, 
that reports accurately reflect the 
underlying raw data and that the studies 
are being conducted according to either 


TSCA or FDA Good Laboratory 
Practices. 

4. CPA has agreed that all raw data, 
documentation, records, protocols, 
specimens, and reports generated as a 
result of a study and required to be 
retained by proposed TSCA Good 
Laboratory Practice Standards or FDA 
Good Laboratory Practices, at CPA’s 
option, will be retained for a period of 
ten years after completion of a study 
and made available to EPA during an 
inspection, or submitted to EPA if* 
requested by EPA. 

5. TSCA section 14({b)(1)(A){i) governs 
Agency disclosure of all test data 
submitted pursuant to this negotiated 
agreement. The Agency plans to publish 
quarterly notices in the Federal R 
of the receipt of all test data submitted 
under this agreement. Subject to TSCA 
section 14, the notice will provide 
information similar to that described in 
TSCA section 4(d). Except as otherwise 
provided in TSCA section 14, such data 
will be made available by EPA for 
examination by any person. 

6. Finally, failure to conduct the 
testing according to the specified 
protocol(s) or failure to follow Good 
Laboratory Practices as indicated above 
may invalidate the tests. In such cases, a 
data gap may still exist and the Agency 
may decide to require testing through a 
rule. 


D. Timing of Testing 


CPA anticipates starting the 
reproductive effects testing within 3 
months of final acceptance of the 
proposal by EPA and completion of 
dosing for these studies 12 months after 
the start date (Ref. 3). 

Quarterly status reports of study 
progress will be submitted to the 
Agency while testing is being conducted 
and will be available for review in the 
public record. A final report will be 
issued upon evaluation of the data and 
release by the Chemical Manufacturers 
Association (CMA) which will be 
providing administrative and technical 
support to the CPA for the test program. 
This is anticipated to occur 12 months 
after sacrificing the test animals for the 
study. The total time from initiation to 
report submission to EPA is 24 months, 
somewhat less than the initiation to 
submission time proposed by EPA in the 
July 18, 1980, notice (45 FR 48536). If one 
or both of the dichlorobenzenes are 
required to be tested, testing will begin 
as soon as practical following the 
decision to test. The same dosing 
periods and reporting schedules set 
forth for monochlorobenzene will be 
followed. Should CPA fail to make a 
good faith effort to adhere to its testing 





schedule, EPA will initiate rulemaking to 
require testing. - 

As indicated in Unit IL.B., the cell 
transformation and DNA repair studies 
have been initiated. Test completion is 
expected in September, 1983, with report 
submission to EPA by December 31, 
1983. EPA will include these test results 
in the public record as soon as they are 
made available to the Agency. 


Ill. Proposed Decision to Terminate 
Rulemaking 

For the reasons described below,the 
Agency has tentatively accepted the 
CPA reproductive testing program, 
concluding that the proposed 
reproductive effects testing will 
adequately characterize the 
reproductive health hazards for the 
lower chlorinated benzenes. In addition, 
EPA has concluded that CPA's cell 
transformation and DNA repair testing 
for the chlorinated benzenes, together 
with other relevant test data discussed 
in Unit IIL.C. below, is likely to provide 
information relevant to evaluating the 
oncogenic potential of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene and does not believe 
that immediately beginning a 2-year 
bioassay would be necessary. EPA also 
believes that: (1) The teratogenic effects 
testing resultes for monochlorobenzene, 
ortho- and para- dichlorobenzenes, and 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, received after the 
July 18, 1980, proposal, are adequate to 
reasonably determine or predict the 
potential teratogenic risk of these 
substances; (2) ongoing or completed 
studies will provide adquate data to 
reasonably predict the subchronic/ 
chronic toxicity of the above-mentioned 
substances; (3) that exposure data 
received subsequent to the July 18, 1980, 
proposal indicate that there is 
insufficient exposure to 
pentachlorobenzene to support section 
4(a)(1)(A) findings to require the health 
effects testing previously proposed for 
this chemical, and (4) that the exposure 
profile of the tetrachlorobenzenes is 
highly uncertain at the current time. 

Therefore, on the basis of the 
information now available to the 
Agency and the proposed CPA testing 
program, EPA has tentatively decided 
not to issue a final rule for any of the 
previously proposed health effects tests 
for any of the chlorinated benzenes at 
this time and will, therefore, withdraw 
its proposed test rule except for testing 
of 1,2,4,5-tetrachlorobenzene and 
oncogenicity testing of 1,2,4- 
tricholorobenzene. In the latter case, 
EPA will determine the need to 
promulgate a final test rule upon review 
of the data from the ongoing NTP 
oncogenicity tests and the CPA's DNA 
repair and cell transformation tests. 


Should the test results indicate to EPA 
the need for a long-term oncogenicity 
bioassay for this substance, the Agency 
can proceed with issuing a final rule 
under section 4{a) of TSCA. This 
decision will be the subject of 
subsequent public comment and a public 
meeting. The reasons for the Agency's 
decision with respect to each of the 
chlorobenzenes are presented below. 


A. Exposure Data: meta- 
Dichlorobenzene, 1,2,3- and 1,3,5- 
Trichlorobenzenes, and Tetra- and 
Penta-Chlorobenzenes 


In the fall of 1980, the CPA submitted 
to the Agency two occupational 
exposure survey reports, one for 
trichlorobenzenes (Ref. 11) and a second 
for tetra- and pentachlorobenzenes (Ref. 
12). Occupational survey reports for 
monochlorobenzene and the 
dichlorobenzenes were submitted in 
February 1980 (Ref. 13). The exposure 
estimates used by the Agency in its July 
18, 1980, proposal and the industry 
estimates of exposure to these 
chlorinated benezes appear in Table 2. 


TABLE 2—ESTIMATED OCCUPATIONAL 
EXPOSURES TO CHLCROBENZENES 


richlorobenzenes 

(1,2,4 & 1,2,3)*. 
Tetrachiorobenzenes | 6. 

(all three isomers). 


Pentachlorobenzene . -| 5 


“includes Imports 

**The CPA surveys did not take into account workers 
woe 

* 1,2,3-Trich! ene was only a minor component in a 
trichlorobenzene product mix. 

The Agency concludes from the CPA 
information (Refs. 11, 12, 13 and 14) that 
there is insufficient human exposure to 
several chlorinated benzenes, namely 
meta-dichlorobenzene, and 1, 2, 3,- and 
1, 3, 5-trichlorobenzenes, because these 
chemicals are low volume incidental 
contaminants occurring during the 
manufacture of the industrially and 
commercially important isomers. 
Therefore, EPA believes there is no 
reason to require testing of these 
isomers under TSCA section 4{a). 

The CPA information indicated that 
100 percent of the 6.5 million pounds of 
tetrachlorobenzenes (all three isomers) 
produced in 1978 was consumed in the 
manufacture of pentachlorobenzene. 
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The information further showed that all 
of the pentachlorobenzene then was 
used to produce 
pentachloronitrobenzene, whose uses 
are regulated under the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide 
Act (FIFRA) and are outside of the 
coverage of TSCA. The data also 
showed that while there were 82 
workers exposed to tetrachlorobenzenes 
and 33 to pentachlorobenzene, the total 
number of workers exposed to either or 
both materials together was 82 because 
the tetrachlorobenzene to 
pentachloronitrobenzene conversion 
process was operated by the same 33 
workers. The CPA also pointed out that 
there was virtually no TSCA-covered 
consumer or significant general 
population exposures to either the 
tetrachlorobenzenes or 
pentachlorobenzene. The Agency found 
no contradictory evidence in the 
information reported by chlorobenzene 
manufacturers and importers under the 
TSCA section 8{a) Preliminary 
Assessment Information rule (June 22, 
1982, 47 FR 26992) with respect to these 
substances. 

More recently, several of the 
chlorobenzene manufacturers have 
voluntarily notified the Agency, via 
written correspondence which is 
available for inspection in the public 
docket for this action, that they have 
ceased production of all chlorobenzenes. 
Some of these manufacturers were the 
only domestic producers of tetra- and 
pentachlorobenzenes. There is no 
indication of importation. Consequently, 
EPA has tentatively decided to 
withdraw the proposed health effects 
testing requirements for 
pentachlorobenzene because it is unable 
to conclude that there is sufficient 
exposure which, if combined with 
effects data, might indicate a potential 
for unreasonable risk. However, CPA 
has informed the Agency (Ref. 16) that 
one manufacturer has just begun to 
produce a substance composed of 
trichlorebenzenes and 
tetrachlorobenzenes for use as a 
substitute for PCB’s in electric 
transformers. This new use information 
for tetrachlorobenzenes raises concerns 
regarding potential human exposure 
which were controlled during the 
manufacture of pentachlorobenzene and 
pentachloronitrobenzene. The Agency 
intends to study this recently reported 
information in detail and determine the 
potential for human exposures during 
production and use, and reassess the 
need for health effects testing of 
tetrachlorobenzenes. The Agency plans 
to complete this analysis during 1984, 
and hold a public meeting to discuss its 
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findings. Notification of this public 
meeting will be included in a Federal 
Register notice announcing a public 
meeting for EPA’s testing decision 
regarding 1, 2, 4-trichlorobenzene (see 
Unit IIL.C. below). 


B. Chronic/Subchronic Toxicity Studies 


1. Monochlorobenzene, ortho- and 
para-dichlorobenzenes. In June, 1981, 
EPA received data from prechronic and 
subchronic toxicity testing being 
performed by the NTP with rats and 
mice for monochlorobenzene, ortho- and 
para-dichlorobenzenes (Refs. 17, 18, 19 
and 20). For all three compounds, a 
dose-response relationship was 
observed and a subchronic no-effect 
level was established. EPA's 
examination of the subchronic studies 
conducted with these chlorobenzenes 
has found that they contain sufficient 
information to characterize the 
subchronic toxicity of these three 
substances and generally produce 
sufficient data under TSCA section 4(a) 
to reasonably predict chronic effects in 
humans at expected exposure levels. 

2. 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene. The Agency 
also received in June, 1981, a published 
scientific paper by Kociba, et a/., 1981 
(Ref. 21) which contained subchronic 
inhalation toxicity data for 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene in the rat, rabbit, and 
Beagle dog, EPA has found that this 
study was too short (30 exposures in 44 
days), for an adequate subchronic study 
and that the administered doses were 
not high enough to totally characterize 
the toxicity. However, there were 
indications of an effect at 100 ppm when 
inhaled for 7 hours/day, 5 days/week 
for a total of 30 exposures. At this dose, 
increases in liver weights were observed 
in dogs and rats, increases in kidney 
weights were observed in rats, and 
increases in blood urea nitrogen (BUN) 
were observed in rabbits. The results of 
the Kociba study supplement those of 
Dow Chemical Company, 1977 (Ref. 22), 
Gage, 1970 (Ref. 23) and Coate et ai, 
1977 (Ref. 24), previously contained in 
the public record. In the Dow study, 
groups of male and female rats inhaling 
10 ppm 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene for 6 
hours per day, 5 days per week for 3 
months showed an increase in the 
urinary excretion of both copro- and 
uroporphyrin. These levels returned to 
normal 4 months after cessation of 
exposure. Gage showed that no toxicity 
resulted from the inhalation of 20 ppm of 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene for twenty 6-hour 
exposures. However, at higher doses 
(i.e. fifteen 6-hour exposures of 200 and 
70 ppm) lethargy and retarded weight 
gain were observed. The Coate et ai. 
study found that inhalation of 25, 50, and 
100 ppm 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene for 4 and 


13 weeks at 7 hours per day and 5 days 
per week resulted in microscopic 
changes to the livers and kidneys of 
exposed rats. However, no exposure- 
related effects were seen after 26 weeks 
of exposure in any species. 

Based upon the results of these 4 
studies, and the subchronic results for 
the lower chlorinated benzenes 
generated by NTP (Ref. 25), EPA 
tentatively has concluded that there is 
sufficient information to reasonably 
predict that at expected exposure levels 
(at or below 5 ppm TLV), the risk of 
chronic effects to humans of exposure to 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene would be 
minimal. Therefore, the Agency finds 
that no further testing of this chemical 
under TSCA section 4 for chronic or 
subchronic effects is necessary at this 
time. 


C. Oncogenic Effects Testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene 


The CPA proposed testing program for 
DNA repair and cell transformation 
studies (Unit I1.B.) is premised on the 
belief that.a correlation can be made 
between the results of the proposed 
short-term assays and the ongoing NTP 
2-year chronic toxicity bioassays which 
will allow reasonable prediction of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene’s oncogenic potential. 
The NTP long-term bioassays on 
monochlorobenzene and ortho- 
dichlorobenzene would provide a total 
of five data points, when combined with 
the CPA’s short-term test results for 
monochlorobenzene, ortho- 
dichlorobenzene, and 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene. Together, these data 
would be used to determine. the need to 
require oncogenicity testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene. (In the CPA short- 
term testing program (Unit II.B.), ortho- 
dichlorobenzene was used because the 
NTP long-term study results on this 
isomer will precede those of para- 
dichlorobenzene which are expected in 
1984.) 

Other data are or soon will become 
available to the Agency to include in its 
considerations when making the 
oncogenicity priority testing 
determination for 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene. 
These are: (1) the final results of the 
National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences (NIEHS) and the NTP 
mutagenesis testing showing that 
monochlorobenzene, 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene and 
pentachlerobenzene are all negative in 
the S. typhimurium assay (Ref. 26); (2) 
the negative results of NIEHS/NTP 
mutagenicity testing in the S. 
typhimurium assay for 1,2,4,5- 
tetrachlorobenzene (Ref. 26); and (3) the 
mutagenicity test data on mono-, ortho- 
di-, para-di-, 1,2,4-tri- and 1,2,4,5- 


tetrachlorobenzenes that will become 
available this year from an EPA contract 
with Bioassay Systems, Inc., Woburn, 
Mass. (Ref. 2). (The later testing 
provides for the tiered mutagenicity 
testing sequences as outlined in the July 
18, 1980, proposed rule and includes 
Dropsphila sex-linked recessive lethal, 
in vitro gene mutation, Aspergillus 
reverse mutation, unscheduled DNA 
repair, in vitro and in vivo cytogenetics, 
and dominant lethal assays.) 

The Agency believes that if the short- 
term assays are clearly negative, and if 
the NTP long-term bioassay results on 
monochlorobenzene and ortho- 
dichlorobenzene are also negative, 
sufficient data and experience will be 
available to reasonably predict that 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene will present so 
low a likelihood of oncogenicity as not 
to constitute an unreasonable risk. The 
Agency would not interpret such data to 
mean that this chemical is proven not to 
be an oncogen, but rather that the 
likelihood of its being a potent oncogen 
would be slight given such results. 

In the event that results from the CPA 
short-term assays and the NTP long- 
term studies are positive or mixed, the 
Agency will require oncogenicity testing 
of 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene unless 
comments indicate that such testing is 
unnecessary. In the event that EPA 
concludes that an oncogenicity test for 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene is needed, the 
Agency will require such additional 
testing by a final rule unless the 
manufacturers promptly initiate the 
appropriate testing. EPA expects to 
receive all of the data from the CPA 
short-term assays and the NTP long- 
term studies by the end of the current 
calendar year. At that time EPA will re- 
open the record for public comment and 
schedule a public meeting through a 
notice in the Federal Register in which 
discussions will focus on the 
interpretation of the available data in 
making a TSCA section 4 test decision 
regarding 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene. 


D. Teratology and Reproductive Effects 


1. Teratology studies on 
monochlorobenzene, ortho-, and para- 
dichlorobenzenes. In its comments to 
the Agency on the two ITC 
recommendations, the Dow Chemical 
Company reported that the 
chlorobenzene producers were planning 
to jointly sponsor teratology studies on 
monochlorobenzene and ortho- and 
para-dichlorobenzenes. At the time of 
the proposal, the CMA was preparing to 
initiate this test program; however, 
because test protocols were not 
available to EPA until after the 
proposed rule was published, the 





Agency could not review and evaluate 
them. 

In July, 1980, CMA submitted its 
proposed protocols for inhalation 
teratology testing of monochlorobenzene 
and ortho- and para-dichlorobenzenes 
in rats and rabbits (Refs. 27, 28, and 29). 
Nearly 1 year later, EPA had received an 
interim study report for 
monochlorobenzene in both species 
(Ref. 30), a final testing protocol for a 
repeat of the rabbit teratology study (or 
Phase II) of monochlorobenzene (Ref. 
31), and an interim report for the second 
rabbit teratology study (Ref. 32). 

On February 24, 1982, CMA submitted 
a final report of the monochlorobenzene 
teratology studies (Ref. 33). Exposure of 
pregnant rats to 75, 210, or 590 ppm of 
monochlorobenzene for 6 hours/day on 
days 6 through 15 of gestation produced 
maternal toxicity only at the highest 
exposure level. No evidence was found 
of any embryotoxicity or increased 
incidence or external or soft-tissue 
abnormalities in rats at any exposure 
level. Exposure of pregnant rabbits to 
the same regimen as that used for rats, 
but on days 6 through 18 of gestation, 
produced elevated maternal liver 
weights in the 210 and 590 ppm exposure 
groups and a slightly, but not 
statistically significant, increased 
incidence in external and soft-tissue 
malformations at all exposure levels. 
The incidence of fetal malformations did 
not increase in a dose-related manner. 
The CMA concluded that the data 
indicated a need for further 
monchlorobenzene inhalation exposure 
studies because of inconsistencies in the 
results from the two species studied. 
Consequently, they continued with a 
second study in rabbits with exposure 
levels of 0, 10, 30, 75 and 590 ppm (Phase 
II). The results of the Phase II study (Ref. 
33) showed that although a variety of 
external, soft-tissue, and skeletal 
malformations were observed in the 
rabbit at all exposure levels including 
controls, the incidences of major 
malformations in offspring of the 
exposed groups were not significantly 
increased, compared to their respective 
control groups. The Agency believes 
these data are sufficient to assess the 
human teratogenic risk from exposure to 
monochlorobenzene. 

The CMA has provided EPA with a 
copy of their ortho-dichlorobenzene 
teratology probe study report (Ref. 34). 
This report describes various maternal 
and embryotoxic effects in pregnant rats 
exposed to 400 or 500 ppm for 6 hours/ 
day on days 6 through 15, and toxic 
effects in pregnant rabbits at 500 ppm on 
days 6 through 10. The full teratology 


study was then initiated and employed 
the testing protocol given in (Ref. 35). 

A final report of this study received 
by EPA in July 1982, showed that when 
exposed to 100, 200, and 400 ppm for 6 
hours/day there were low incidences of 
malformations observed among fetuses 
for each test species from all test groups, 
including controls. The incidences of 
major malformations were not 
significantly increased over controls in 
either species. Maternal toxicity, as 
evidenced by depressed body weight 
gain, was observed in both species, and 
liver weights were significantly elevated 
among pregnant rats exposed to 400 
ppm of ortho-dichlorobenzene. Exposure 
to this chlorobenzene was described as 
not being embryotoxic or teratogenic in 
either species at the concentrations 
tested (Ref. 36). EPA believes that this 
information is sufficient to assess the 
human teratogenic risk from exposure to 
ortho-dichlorobenzene. 

On May 28, 1981, Imperial Chemical 
Industries Limited (ICI) provided to EPA 
results of a rat inhalation teratology 
study on para-dichlorobenzene (Ref. 37). 
The Agency has reviewed these results 
and has found the test data to be 
sufficient for characterizing para- 
dichlorobenzene’s teratogenic effects in 
rats. The test results demonstrate that 
para-dichlorobenzene is not 
embryotoxic, fetotoxic, or teratogenic in 
the rat at levels up to and including 500 
ppm. However, because EPA believes 
that data from two test animal species 
generally are necessary to assess the 
potential teratogenic risk of a chemical 
to humans, CPA/CMA agreed to 
continue with its original plan to 
conduct teratogenicity testing in rabbits 
on para-dichlorobenzene. Results for the 
probe inhalation teratology study in 
rabbits using para-dichlorobenzene 
were submitted by the CMA on April 2, 
1982 (Ref. 38). These results indicate that 
slight maternal toxicity was occurring in 
the 1,000 ppm probe test group. 
Consequently, inhalation exposure 
levels of 100, 300, and 800 ppm were 
selected for the teratology study. In a 
final report submitted to the Agency in 
October 1982, 6 hours/day exposures 
during the period of major 
organogenesis was not embryotoxic or 
teratogenic in rabbits. Slight maternal 
toxicity, as evidenced by a decrease in 
body weight gain on days 6 through 8 of 
gestation, was observed only in the 800 
ppm group (Ref. 39). EPA believes that 
this data, when combined with the ICI 
data, is sufficient to assess the human 
teratogenic risk of para- 
dichlorobenzene. 

EPA's review of the proposed and 
final teratology testing protocols for rats 
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and rabbits and final test data resulting 
form the testing on monochlorobenzene - 
and ortho- and para-dichlorobenzenes 
has convinced it of the adequacy of the 
testing approach and sufficiency of test 
data to allow a reasonable prediction of 
the teratogenic potential to human 
health of these substances. Based upon 
this data, the Agency finds no need to 
require further teratology testing on 
these compounds. This notice sets forth 
EPA's tentative decision to withdraw its 
proposed teratology testing requirement 
for these three substances. 

2. Reproductive effects testing on 
monochlorobenzene and ortho- and 
para-dichlorobenzene. The CPA- 
proposed tiered reproductive effects 
testing of monochlorobenzene and 
ortho- and para-dichlorobenzenes was 
described in Unit II.A. EPA believes that 
a negative result on 
monochlorobenzene, when combined 
with the negative result on 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene described in Unit 
IILD.3. below, is sufficient to reasonably 
predict a low likelihood of reproductive 
effects potential of the two 
dichlorobenzenes. If, however, the 
monochlorobenzene study is positive 
and the CPA does not demonstrate that 
additional testing of one of the 
dichlorobenzenes in unnecessary, then 
one of the dichlorobenzenes will be 
tested. A weight-of-evidence judgment 
will be made as to whether the second 
dichlorobenzene needs to be tested. 

This study plan appers to EPA to be 
acceptable for generating sufficient data 
for predicting the reproductive effects of 
the chlorinated benzenes. Therefore, 
EPA intends to withdraw its proposed 
requirement for reproductive effects 
testing for monochlorobenzene and the 
dichlorobenzenes. 

3. Teratogenicity testing of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene. EPA, at its Health 
Effects Research Laboratory in Research 
Triangle Park, N.C., has performed 
reproductive effects studies and an 
embryo/fetal teratology screen on 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene (Ref. 40). The embryo/ 
fetal teratology screen was performed in 
the mouse and the reproductive effects 
study was performed in the rat. The test 
data, indicating negative effects in both 
these studies, became available in 
August, 1980, just subsequent to 
publication of the proposal. 

Because the screening test has not yet 
been fully validated, the Agency finds 
the use of these results alone is not 
adequate for fully assessing 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene teratogenicity. 
However, there are other data which 
EPA considered in making a decision 
regarding teratology of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene. For example, no 
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effects on fertility. growth, viability, 
locomotion activity, or blood chemical 
analyses were shown in. the 
reproductive effects study of 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene where rats were 
continously exposed to 25, 100, and 400 
ppm of 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene through 
their drinking water. Adrenal gland 
enlargement was observed, however, in 
both the Fo and F; animals at 95 days of 
age. 

In further study of the adrenal gland 
enlargement phenomenon, immature 
females given interperitoneal injections 
of 250 or 500 mg/kg 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene on 3 consecutive days 
showed no estrogenic activity but did 
show significant enlargement of livers 
and adrenals over those of controls. 
Rather than being estrogenic, 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene in this treatment 
regimen resulted in decreased uterine 
weights (Ref. 40). Although uterine 
weights were decreased and could 
indicate a shift in the estrogen to 
progesterone ratio, this shift is not 
considered reproductively significant to 
the rat study since no other reproductive 
effect was found in the rat. 

EPA has determined. that the negative 
results of the teratology screening, 
including the absence of embryo/fetal or 
neonatal wastage, when combined with 
the negative teratology findings 
emerging from the CMA and the ICI 
teratology programs on 
monochlorobenzene and the 
dichlorobenzenes, and the lack of 
observed teratogenic effects seen in 
EPA’s reproductive effects study, 
indicate taht the teratogenic potential of 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene is very small. 
Thus, EPA believes that testing 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene for teratoagenic effects 
is no longer needed since the Agency 
can reasonably predict the teratogenic 
potential of 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene. 


IV. Public Comment 


EPA is herein soliciting public 
comment on its tentative decision not to 
proceed with promulgating a health 
effects test rule for the chlorinated 
benzenes except possibly for 1,2,4- 
trichlorobenzene and 1,2,4,5- 
tetrachlorobenzene. Comments should 
bear the identifying docket number 
[OPTS—47002B]. 

Comments especially are sought on 
the need for EPA to require health 
effects testing of 1,2,4,5- 
tetrachlorobenzene and/or other 
tetrachlorobenzene isomers in the light 
of recently increased production of 
these chlorobenzenes for uses subject to 
TSCA, e.g., substitute for PCBs. 
Commenters are requested to provide 
any data relevant to the potential for 
human exposure to tetrachlorobenzenes 


resulting from this increased production, 
and to address the need to develop 
further test data on 1,2,4,5- 
tetrachlorobenzene and/or other 
tetrachlorobenzenes to evaluate any 
risks associated with such exposures. 
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VI. Public Record 


EPA has established a public record 
for this rulemaking decision under 
TSCA section 4, docket number [OPTS- 
47002B]. This record includes basic 
information considered by the Agency in 
developing this decision. The Agency 
will supplement the record with 
additional relevant information as it is 
received. The record includes the 
following information: 

(1) Federal Register notices containing 
the designation of the chlorinated 
benzenes to the Priority List. 

(2) Federal Register notices containing 
the proposed test rule. 

(3) Communications before proposal. 

(4) Comments on the proposed rule. 

(5) Public and intra-agency or 
interagency memoranda, comments, and 
proposals. 

(6) Contact reports of telephone 
conversations. 

(7) Meeting summaries. 

(8) Public comments on the ITC 
reports. . 

(9) Reports—published and 
unpublished data. 


(10) Study reports from EPA- 
sponsored mutagenicity testing and the 
National Toxiology Program testing as 
they become available. 


(Sec. 4, 90 Stat. 2003; (15 U.S.C. 2601)) 


Dated: November 28, 1983. 
William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 83-32434 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


49 CFR Ch. X 
[Ex Parte No. MC-172] 


Withdrawal of Antitrust Immunity for 
Collective Ratemaking on Small 
Shipments 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Extension of time to file 
comments to notice of proposed 
rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This proceeding was 
instituted by a notice opening the 
proceeding to request comments, served 
October 6, 1983, and published at 48 FR 
46399, October 12, 1983. Comments on 
the proposal to withdraw antitrust 
immunity from collective ratemaking 
activities applicable to small shipments 
were originally due November 16, 1983. 
In.a decision served November 8, 1983, 
and published at 48 FR 51664, November 
10, 1983, the deadline for filing all 
comments was set at December 12, 1983. 
In response to a request for extension, 
this notice extends the time for filing 
these comments 19 days, until December 
31, 1983. 


DATES: Comments must be received by 
December 31, 1983. 


ADDRESSES: Send comments (original 
and 10 copies) to: Ex Parte No. MC-172, 
Office of the Secretary, Case Control 
Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20423. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Thomas T. Vining (202) 275-7426, or 
Howell I. Sporn (202) 275-7691. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Comments on the proposals in this 
proceeding to withdraw antitrust 
immunity for some or all collective 
ratemaking activities by motor carriers 
are currently due by December 12, 1983. 
In a letter dated November 10, 1983, the 
Honorable James J. Howard, Chairman, 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, U.S. House of 
Representatives, has requested that the 
deadline for filing comments be 
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extended to December 31, 1983. 
Chairman Howard states that this 
extension will permit Committee 
members to review the record of the 
oversight hearings held by the 
Subcommittee on Surface 
Transportation on November 16, 1983, 
and to file comments on the proposals if 
they so choose. 

An extension of the comment period 
to December 31, 1983, is warranted. The 
extension will allow adequate time for 
Committee members to prepare and 
submit any comments without unduly 
delaying the proceeding or otherwise 
prejudicing the interests of any party. 

It is ordered: 

The request for an extension of time 
for filing of comments is granted. All 
comments in this proceeding must be 
received by December 31, 1983. 


Decided: November 30, 1983. 


By the Commission, Reese H. Taylor, Jr., 
Chairman. 


James H. Bayne, 

Acting Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-32563 Filed 12~-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


49 CFR Part 1056 


{Ex Parte No. MC-19 (Sub-36A)] 


Practices of Motor Common Carriers 
of Household Goods; Performance 
Standards 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Withdrawal of proposed rule; 
discontinuance of rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The Commission has 
determined that it would be 
inappropriate to adopt performance 
standards for the household goods 
moving industry. The Commission had 
proposed standards governing 
estimating practices, timely pickup and 
delivery, and timely complaint handling. 
On further consideration, the - 
Commission believes that the adoption 
of standards at this time would be 
contrary to consumer interests, 
impractical and counterproductive, and 
that the benefits of performance 
standards to consumers are outweighed 
by the costs of compliance. 


DATE: The proposed rule is withdrawn, 
effective December 7, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


W. F. Sibbald, Jr., (202) 275-7148; 
P. M. Schulze, (202) 275-7841. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
I. The Context of This Decision 


This proceeding was instituted by a 
Notice of Proposed rulemaking 
published in the Federal Register at 46 
FR 16200, March 11, 1981. That notice 
announced the Commission's intention 
to establish performance standards to 
govern several areas of household goods 
transportation. On further consideration, 
we have decided that the adoption of 
the proposed performance standards 
would not be appropriate at this time. It 
appears that the proposed standards are 
not likely to aid, and may in fact hinder, 
the development of a consumer- 
responsive marketplace. It further 
appears that the promulgation of 
standards at this time is unnecessary, 
impractical, and would be 
counterproductive, and that the benefits 
of performance standards would be 
outweighed by the costs of compliance, 
which costs would of necessity be 
passed on to the very consumers which 
the standards, if promulgated, would be 
intended to benefit. We do not foreclose 
the possibility that standards might be 
adopted in the future, but it is our 
present intention to emphasize other 
measures that have a higher likelihood 
of effectiveness and that are in keeping 
with the competitive nature of the 
household goods market. 

The Household Goods Transportation 
Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-454, 94 Stat. 2011, 
declared that a safe, stable, and 
financially sound system of household 
goods transportation is best assured 
through competition, reduced regulation, 
and maximum flexibility for carriers in 
the pricing of their services. The Act is 
philosophically consistent with the pro- 
competitive direction of the Motor 
Carrier Act of 1980, 94 Stat. 793, and 
indeed the important licensing and 
ratemaking reforms in the Motor Carrier 
Act apply to household goods carriers 
and general freight carriers alike. 
Congress enacted a specialized 
household goods statute in recognition 
of that industry's distinct profile. 
Congress declared that consumer 
protection was a policy goal to be 
considered along with the reduction of 
regulation and the enhancement of 
competition. Protection was sought 
through accurate disclosure of carrier 
performance records, through 
dissemination of information about 
shipper rights and remedies, and 
through the strengthening of the 
Commission's enforcement effort (94 
Stat. 2011, Declaration of Policy, Section 
2(a)). 

Perhaps the chief reason that the 
household goods industry received 
separate treatment was the fact that 
moving companies frequently deal with 


individual householders. Usually 
families or individuals are not 
sophisticated and experienced about 
moving; the event is infrequent and 
unsettling and requires the family to 
entrust most of its belongings to 
someone outside the family. In keeping 
with the goal of protecting these 
consumers, Congress enacted a number 
of specific provisions dealing with rights 
and remedies. While the instant 
proceeding deals with only one such 
provision, a review of additional 
provisions in the household goods law 
may be helpful in understanding the 
decision here. 


It should be noted by way of 
background, that before 1980 the 
Commission's enforcement remedies, 
apart from recommendations for 
criminal prosecutions, consisted 
primarily of (1) Actions to revoke or 
suspend operating rights, (2) civil for- 
feiture proceedings (cases in which a 
money penalty is demanded by the 
government) for violations of reporting 
and record-keeping regulations, and (3) 
civil injunction actions brought to 
enforce a regulation. Each of these 
remedies is partially deficient from the 
standpoint of consumer protection. The 
first is normally too drastic for 
consideration in the isolated case of 
individual shipper harm. The second is 
punitive and does not directly undo 
consumer harm or mitigate it since it 
never results in a payment to the 
consumer. The third possibility, civil 
injunction, does not result in monetary 
penalties unless there are subsequent 
violations that result in findings of 
contempt of court and consequent 
penalties. Again, penalties collected do 
not directly benefit harmed shippers. Of 
course, a consumer seeking individual 
redress has recourse to the courts in a 
civil action for damages. 


In testimony presented to Congress 
during the hearings which lead to the 
Household Goods Transportation Act, 
the Commission and several consumer 
representatives argued for changes 
aimed at improving the individual 
shippers’ situation. As a result, the new 
law contains a number of significant 
consumer protection provisions. These 
new provisions are relevant to the 
instant rulemaking because many 
consumer problems were approached 
from more than one direction. Our 
experience under the Household Goods 
Act has convinced us that these 
provisions will adequately protect 
consumers, as we explain below. 


One of the problems Congress sought 
to address was the difficulty 
encountered by consumers in 
establishing the actual price of their 


move before committing themselves to a 
carrier. Under the old system, prices 
were totally controlled by weight-based 
tariffs and a consumer could not know 
the real price of his move before the 
shipment had been loaded and weighed. 
Further, any variation from the tariff- 
determined rate would be considered an 
illegal concession or rebate, so the 
carrier had an arguable basis for 
claiming that the goverment forbade any 
adjustment aimed at honoring the initial 
estimate. 


Consumer groups argued that these 
problems might disappear altogether if 
carriers offered binding estimates, that 
is, if price was established before 
contracts were signed. (See, e.g., 
Statement of the Transportation 
Consumer Action Group before the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation, Oct. 11, 
1979, in Hearings on S. 1798, at 375-6.) 
By 1979, the Commission was 
considering adopting such a rule 
internally and supported the concept in 
Congressional testimony. Congress 
responded by enacting a provision that 
established the legality of binding 
estimates beyond any question. (See 
new Section 49 U.S.C. 10734(a).) 
Additionally, weight bumping, which is 
the deliberate inflation of the weight of 
the shipment, was made a specific 
federal crime and a maximum civil 
penalty of twice the magnitude of that 
for other violations was established for 
falsifying a weight slip. (New sections 49 
U.S.C. 11917 and 11901(j).) 


Another area of particular consumer 
concern was that of claims settlement. 
Historically, loss and damage of goods 
and the handling of associated 
complaints had been the largest problem 
area for shippers. Consequently, 
Congress enacted new provisions which 
sought to establish a program of fair and 
expeditious dispute resolution. Carriers 
are now permitted to file dispute 
resolution programs with-the 
Commission for approval, and the 
Commission is charged with approving 
and overseeing their operation. The 
programs are inexpensive, informal, and 
neutral both to the carrier and shipper; 
and decisions are normally to be 
reached within 60 days of 
commencement. To encourage carriers 
to establish dispute settlement 
programs, the section provides for the 
award of attorney's fees in civil actions 
to successful shipper claimants where 
no dispute settlement program is 
available. Attorneys fees may also be 
awarded by a court where a decision is 
not reached in a timely manner under 
the dispute settlement program (49 
U.S.C. 11711). But, in truth these 





‘ 
programs have not been understood and 
thus have not been popular with the - 
shippers and are little used. 

Shippers cannot be required to elect 
the use of the settlement program prior 
to shipment, but the new law requires 
the carrier to provide prospective 
shippers with clear information about its 
program and the ramifications of 
electing the program as a means of 
dispute resolution. This is an example of 
information disclosure that is required 
of household goods carriers. The 
Household Goods Transportation Act 
also reaffirmed the Commission's 
authority to require carriers to provide 
prospective shippers with information 
regarding the carriers’ performance 
record (49 U.S.C. 11110{a}{4)). Moreover, 
our regulations require the distribution 
of a booklet describing shippers’ rights 
and remedies and information about 
complaint handling procedures used by 
the carrier (49 CFR 1056.2). 

Delay in the pickup or delivery of a 
household shipment was a third matter 
of concern directly addressed by the 
Household Goods Transportation Act. 
Following complaint handling and 
estimating practices, reasonable 
dispatch, as this problem is often 
described, represents the third most 
significant area of consumer complaint. 
The new law addressed this problem by 
specifically permitting carriers to offer 
guaranteed pickup and delivery service, 
and to stipulate damages for failure to 
meet guaranteed service dates (49 U.S.C. 
10734{b)). 

In response to the Commission's 
concerns about its existing enforcement 
remedies, Congress made a number of 
significant changes in the authority to 
assess civil penalties for violation of 
Commission regulations. As noted, 
before passage of the 1980 law, this type 
of remedy was limited to reporting and 
record-keeping violations. The 
Household Goods Transportation Act 
explicitly authorized the collection of 
civil penalties for violation of rules 
issued to protect individual household 
goods shippers (49 U.S.C. 11901{i)}). And 
the Act also reaffirmed the 
Commission's power to issue rules for 
the protection of consumers. {See new 
49 U.S.C. 11110{a)(2).) The amount of the 
new penalty was set at $1,000 per 
violation, twice the old limit and an 
amount that Congress felt would act as 
a strong deterrent because it would be 
nearly equal to the average revenue per 
household move. 

Congress retained the traditional 
arrangement for assessment of these 
penalties through the court system. That 
is, the Commission could make and 
settle claims and ultimately continue to 
work through the Department of Justice 


in bringing civil actions. But, in any such 
court action, it has to be shown not only 
that a rule has been violated, but also 
that a shipper was harmed as a result 
(49 U.S.C. 11901(i){4)). This connection 
between the assessment of civil 
penalties and the establishment of 
consumer harm is a constant theme 
throughout the new law. (Compare old 
49 U.S.C. 11901(g) and new 49 U.S.C 
11091(h).) 

In addition to the traditional remedies, 
the Commission was given the authority 
to assess penalties by administrative 
hearing where a carrier has failed or 
refused to comply with a regulation for 
the protection of individual shippers 
where its violations exceed performance 
standards set by the Commission (49 
U.S.C. 11091{i)(2)). Before assessing any 
penalties under this new provisions, the 
agency must show that consumers were 
harmed. Congress indicated that the 
purpose of this administrative remedy is 
to ensure swift enforcement action 
against consistent violators. {See Report 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, H.R. 96-1372, at 16.) In 
order to implement this new 
enforcement tool, the Commission was 
given explicit discretionary power to set 
performance standards (new 49 U.S.C. 
11110{a)(3)). Assuming that a violator 
fell within the category susceptible to 
the contemplated administrative action, 
the election between agency or judicial 
remedy was left to Commission 
discretion. (See H.R. 96-1372, at 16). 


II. General Considerations Concerning 
Performance Standards and Consumer 
Interests 


1. Enforcement 


In the Household Goods Act, 
Congress provided that we “may” issue 
regulations to protect consumers (49 
U.S.C. 11110(a)(2)) and that those 
regulations “shall include, where 
appropriate, reasonable performance 
standards.” 49 U.S.C. 11110(a)(3). 
Moreover, in establishing performance 
standards, we must take into account at 
least the following: (a) The level of 
performance that can be achieved by a 
well-managed household goods carrier; 
(b) the degree of harm to shippers that 
could result from violations of the 
standards; (c) the need to set 
performance at a level sufficient to deter 
abuse; (d) service requirements of the 
carriers; (e) the cost of compliance in 
relation to the consumer benefits to be 
achieved from compliance; and (f) the 
need to set performance at a level 
designed to encourage carriers to offer 
service responsive to shippers’ needs. 
Thus, we have the power to set 
performance standards, but there is no 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


statutory requirement that we 
promulgate such standards. See North 
American Van Lines v. ICC, 666 F.2d 
1087 {7th Cir. 1981). Compare 49 U.S.C. 
11110(a) (2) and (3) with 49 U.S.C. 
11110{a}(4)(c) (“The Commission sha// 
issue regulations” involving flexibility in 
weighing shipments.) Further the choice 
of what standards to adopt is a matter 
of agency discretion and in deciding 
whether to adopt standards we must in 
essence balance consumer benefits with 
the costs of compliance. After giving in- 
depth consideration to the issue of 
performance standards, we have 
decided that the promulgation of 
performance standards at this time is 
unnecessary, impractical, and would be 
counterproductive, and that the benefits 
to consumers of performance standards 
would be outweighed by the costs of 
compliance—costs which of necessity 
will be passed on to consumers in the 
form of higher rates for household goods 
service. 

The principal function of performance 
standards is to establish a jurisdictional 
predicate for administrative assessment 
of penalties. Without a credible threat of 
enforcement, the adoption of standards 
would create only very weak incentives 
to change from whatever pattern of 
behavior is otherwise successful in the 
marketplace. The crux then of the 
problem before us is whether 
performance standards would provide a 
credible program of administrative 
penalties. There are difficulties 
connected with establishing a program 
based on performance standards and, in 
the absence of an effective “in-house” 
program, the promulgation of 
performance standards could jeopardize 
other options for enforcement through 
the courts. The standards not only could 
provide a shield against enforcement 
action, but even have an unintended 
impact on private damage suits. 

Administrative hearings are not 
predictably any more swift than federal 
district court proceedings. For the 
Commission to successfully conduct 
one, it would have to abide by the basic 


‘In North American Van Lines, the court rejected 
the argument that Congress’ requirement {in Section 
6B) that the Commission review and revise all 
operational regulations within 270 days meant that 
we must “simultaneously” formulate performance 
standards. The court stated: Issuance of 
“regulations protecting individual shippers” is a 
continuing task which may be performed from time 
to time pro re nata. Likewise the authority granted 
by 4 U.S.C. 11110 (a)(3) to “include, where 
appropriate, reasonable performance standards” in 
the regulations for shipper protection is similarly of 
an ongoing nature. Reasonable performance might 
obviously vary from time to time in accordance with 
technological developments * * *. Exercise of this 
authority, designed for protection of shippers, is 
plainly not a “one-shot™ deal, but an ongoing task. 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


due process guarantees that are adhered 
to in court. While these are necessary, 
they are subject to abuse by delay- 
minded defendants—perhaps more so 
before an agency than a court. Without 
the power to hold parties in contempt, 
administrative law judges also often 
suffer more delays than do their federal 
district court counterparts in obtaining 
compliance with orders. The use of 
administrative hearings also adds an 
additional round of appeal. Enforcement 
based on the contemplated standards 
would take place before administrative 
law judges, whose decisions are first 
appealable to the agency and then to the 
courts, so an agency-administered 
program would have a three-step 
process before final decision. 

A contrary consideration is that the 
major advantage of an administrative 
program is the fact the agency controls 
the docket. Without the need for 
coordination with the Justice 
Department, or the delay which may 
come about in court cases, the agency 
can proceed against offenders 
selectively. But even considering this 
advantage, it is doubtful that we would 
elect to proceed administratively for two 
reasons. First, the elements of proof are 
different if the proceeding is held before 
the agency. Second, such an election 
could jeopardize the possibility of an 
effective enforcement program in the 
courts. 

As noted, to prove a case in the 
federal courts, it is necessary to show 
that a violation of a consumer protection 
regulation has taken place and that an 
individual shipper has been harmed as a 
consequence. (It is, of course, likely that 
the Commission would allege multiple 
violations with harm to more than one 
consumer.) To prove the same case 
before the agency, it is necessary to 
establish a large number of violations 
amounting to a percentage of the 
carrier's moves which is so great that it 
exceeds the performance standards. It 
might also be necessary to litigate as to 
each violation such issues as whether it 
was an actual incident of malfeasance 
within the carrier’s control and whether 
the carrier had valid defenses which 
could be raised in traditional contract 
and tort cases. Such argument would 
undoubtedly complicate matters, even 
where several cases of egregious 
behavior are apparent and the resultant 
harm is virtually beyond question. 

There are also the evidentiary 
difficulties of proving consumer harm in 
the administrative case. In setting out 
the boundaries for a possible program of 
administrative hearings, Congress stated 
that the Commission may proceed 


internally if it determines that a 
household goods carrier has: 


* * * failed or refused to comply with a 
regulation issued by the Commission relating 
to the protection of individual shippers in 
excess of any performance standard 
established in such regulation and * * * with 
respect to each such failure or refusal, that 
the shipper or shippers have suffered harm as 
aresult * * *. (49 U.S.C. 11901(i)(2)(A)) (Italic 
added.) 


It is hard to say exactly what the 
reference to proving consumer harm in 
each such failure means. It might refer to 
a proof of harm for each violation for 
which a penalty is sought, although if 
that is the meaning it appears 
superfluous inasmuch as the same 
section makes it clear that no penalty 
may be imposed unless a shipper has 
suffered harm as a result of the carrier's 
action (49 U.S.C. 11901(i)(4)(A)). If the 
underscored portion is taken to mean 
that the Commission must show 
consumer harm with regard to all the 
violations needed to establish sub-par 
behavior, the subsection creates an 
insurmountable evidentiary burden 
indeed. The Commission might seek to 
meet that burden by a demonstration 
that the type of violation is typically 
connected with consumer harm but 
inference of harm simply on a showing 
of a violation runs directly counter to 
the legislative history of the new law. 
(See H.R. No. 96-1372, at 15.) 

While the Commission supported a 
program of administrative penalties 
before Congress, the Commission's 
proposal did not include violation of 
performance standards as a 
jurisdictional predicate. (See, Hearings 
on S. 1798, before the Senate Committee 
on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation, 1979, at 30-1.) Whether 
a program with such a limitation can be 
effective cannot finally be decided here. 
But the Congress left the election 
between federal court and 
administrative remedies up to the 
Commission. (See H.R. No. 96-1372, at 
16.) It is our judgment that enforcement 
efforts are best undertaken through the 
more traditional court actions via 
demands for civil penalties or 
injunctions or under more traditional 
administrative actions. 

Even though federal court proceedings 
ultimately may be preferred over this 
new administrative approach, logically 
there is a question of whether the 
Commission should at least take the 
preliminary steps contemplated by 
adopting standards so as to establish 
the prerequisites for a secondary or 
backup program of administrative 
enforcement. In our view, the answer 
must be no. Any standards adopted 
could represent a potentially 
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troublesome stumbling block for the 
Commission's efforts in civil court, and 
perhaps harm private litigants as well. 

Civil forfeitures are penalty 
proceedings in which a central issue is 
whether the behavior or defendant 
warrants a monetary sanction. 
Evaluation of the evidence of 
defendant’s behavior affects not only 
the court's determination of whether and 
how heavily to impose a penalty, but 
affects as well the likelihood of 
cooperation from the United States 
Attorney in commencing a proposed 
action. Our preference for civil court 
proceedings is, at least in part, based 
precisely on the fact that such actions 
can be predicated on a limited number 
of clear violations. By establishing 
standards of the type under 
consideration, the Commission will 
encourage the use of a ready defense 
that, while the alleged violations may 
have taken place, the carrier’s overall 
performance is within acceptable limits. 
Indeed, it would not be at all surprising 
if one or more United States Attorneys 
were routinely to inquire about a 
carrier’s history of meeting performance 
standards, in considering whether to 
commence an action no matter how 
egregious the violations in and of 
themselves. Such an inquiry would be 
prudent in considering prosecutorial 
prospects because the same issue would 
predictably arise during trial. (See H.R. 
No. 96-1372, at 17, admonishing the 
Commission to consider when assessing 
penalties a carrier's efforts to comply 
with performance standards.) The 
Commission would then be burdened 
with demonstrating that it had a 
substandard performer as a defendant 
each time it sought cooperation in a civil 
forfeiture proceeding. The government's 
case might, in turn, predictably be 
affected in the court's eyes by a defense 
that the carrier’s overall conduct is 
above standard and that fines were 
being sought for isolated or aberrational 
slips irrespective of the harm done to 
the particular shippers. 

Private litigants might be affected as 
well. Damange actions are conceptually 
different from forfeiture proceedings, 
and theoretically a suit by a private 
litigant is limited to the question of 
whether the actions of the defendant 
caused compensable harm. Without 
performance standards, these suits do 
not involve a carrier’s performance with 
regard to its other customers, yet it is a 
certainty that, in considering the issues 
of due care or punitive recovery, to 
name just two judgments that come to 
mind, performance above declared 
standards will be the crux of a major 
part of the defense of a carrier. In effect, 





carriers will claim that a certain degree 
of negligence is government sanctioned. 
How convincingly this argument can be 
presented, of course, is unknown. But 
predicably it will affect some cases. 
While it is impossible to predict just 
how often performance standards would 
work to defeat or mitigate public and 
private suits, any impact at all would be 
exactly contrary to the Congressional 
purpose in strengthening consumer 
remedies in the Household Goods 
Transportation Act. Given the fact that 
we see little to be gained in using 
internal proceedings to assess penalties, 
there is no reason to take any risk at all. 


2. The Proposed Standards 


To summarize, a program of 
enforcement based on performance 
standards is unnecessary and may be 
counter-productive. 

The Commission also has given 
careful thought to the practicality and 


need for the specific standards proposed - 


here. Our experience under the 
Household Goods Act and the 
comments filed in response to the notice 
of proposed rulemaking lead us to 
conclude that the possible consumer 
benefits of the standards proposed do 
not justify the costs of compliance, 
which costs of necessity will be passed 
on to consumers of household goods 
services. Because it is our belief that the 
use of any standard is unlikely, there 
does not appear to be any utility in 
reopening the record to obtain new data. 
In addition, it was initially thought that 
the recent survey of 44 household goods 
carriers conducted by our Office of 
Compliance and Consumer Assistance 
might yield information useful in 
formulating a final decision concerning 
performance standards. On careful 
analysis, however, it became apparent 
that the survey results would not lend 
themselves to this purpose. The survey 
plan was not originally designed for use 
in this proceeding and the compliance 
information it produced, although wide- 
ranging, is not sufficiently targeted to 
the issues involved here to reflect 
pertinent comparisons in the three 
highly specific areas under 
consideration for performance 
standards. 

The Commission initially proposed 
performance standards in three areas. 
The first proposal regarding 
underestimating has drawn the most 
criticism and on reflection the criticism 
seems sound. The proposed 
performance standard requires that 
carriers shail cause non-binding 
estimates to be made in a manner which 
will ensure that not less than 90 percent 
of the estimates are for amounts 
equivalent to not less than 90 percent of 


the final charges. In other words, a 
carrier could not significantly 
misrepresent its prospective charges to 
more than 10 percent of its customers. 

Consumer representatives take the 
view that customers are harmed by low 
estimating in several ways. Obviously, 
no one likes to be told that the price of 
something is not what it was predicted 
to be, but substantially higher. Beyond 
this mental and emotional stress, there 
is the possibility that a misleading 
quotation could cause a consumer to 
stop searching and thus lose out on a 
better deal. Finally, there is the 
possibility that the shipper may not 
have necessary additional funds 
immediately available and that 
collection-on-delivery shipments may 
thus be put in storage, causing delay and 
even greater expenses. 

While there is no “industry position” 
as such, carrier respondents generally 
argue that this consumer view fails to 
take into consideration several factors. 
First, they say there is evidence that 
nearly 40 percent of individual shippers 
will decide to ship additional items after 
the estimate is given, and that perhaps 
half of these shippers will not seek 
amendment of the estimates. (See 
Comments of the American Movers 
Conference, citing a study performed by 
the Conference for use in Ex Parte MC- 
19 (Sub-No. 23).) Estimating, which by 
definition is not exact, in these 
circumstances is said to become even 
more inexact due to events that are not 
in the estimator’s control. Secondly, 
carriers claim that consumer harm is 
exaggerated. The Commission has for 
years imposed a rule that limits 
collection at the time of delivery to no 
more than 110 percent of the estimated 
charges (49 CFR 1056.3(d)) so, they 
argue, the image of a last minute 
scramble for cash is overdrawn. Further, 
the Commission, again for years, has 
required that shippers be given a copy of 
the carrier's annual performance report 
(49 CFR 1056.2(3)) so the shipper is in a 
position to compare the reliability of any 
estimate with those provided by other 
carriers. Given the choice of carriers 
available to the shipper and the 
possibility of shipment under a binding 
estimate, shippers who value certainty 
concerning the final charges have all the 
options offered in any segment of the 
marketplace. 

Under the statutory criteria included 
in 49 U.S.C. 11110(a)(3), the Commission 
must weigh the arguments about the 
degree of harm. Moreover, the 
Commission has to balance any 
perceived harm with the cost of 
compliance. Problems with estimating 
accuracy are not new and efforts have 
been made over many years to improve 
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industry performance. As the comments 
point out, improved estimating will be 
costly. One frequently cited cost will be 
the loss of productivity from estimators. 
Several carriers argue that improving 
accuracy will require routine use of 
addenda, that is routine recalls after 
initial estimate to determine any 
additions to the proposed shipment. 
Certainly this will not result in price 
certainty. Others argue that necessarily 
there will be additional research and 
training costs because the problem is 
not one of desire but of ability. 
Commenters frequently cite an 
experiment undertaken by North 
American Van Lines, which this 
Commission found flawed, in an early 
preceeding as a demonstration that 
attempts at improving estimating are 
costly and not necessarily productive. 
While the results were not conclusive, 
they certainly raised significant 
questions concerning the usefulness of 
programs to improve estimating. 

The experiment referred to was 
conducted in 1975-76 in connection with 
Ex Parte MC-19 (Sub-No. 23). It resulted 
in substantial improvement in the 
carrier’s estimating accuracy. However, 
North American’s performance is still 
well below the standard targeted by our 
proposed rule, a circumstance which is 
consistent with the industry's chief 
argument—that the proposed standard 
is unattainable. The statutory criteria 
require a standard that reflects what 
can be achieved by a well-managed 
carrier, a standard that is cost beneficial 
as well. While the proposal is for 90 


‘ percent compliance, industry 


performance, measured by that of the 
largest carriers, has never been much 
over 75 percent. Significant 
understanding may occur in one out of 
four moves. (Notably, the claim that 
there is wide-scale deliberate 
underestimating is challenged by the 
fact that overestimating is an equally 
common phenomenon.) So it is asked, 
how can the Commission maintain that 
its proposal reflects a recognition of 
what is realistically achievable? 

We are in agreement with the 
argument that the proposed standard for 
estimating is far too high to reflect either 
the achievements of a well-managed 
carrier or a considered weighing of cost/ 
benefit relationships. The curve of 
accuracy in estimating suggests that the 
picture of the mover deliberately 
underestimating the price of his product 
to get a sale reflects at most a rare 
departure from the norm. If we can give 
any credence to the frequent claim that 
a large proportion of the industry's 
uncollectibles are accounted for by 
shipping charges that are above the 110 
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percent limit and, therefore, not 
collected before delivery, the 
Commission's 110 percent rule strongly 
-discourages deliberate underestimating. 
But even if this 15 years old Commission 
rule did not exist, we believe that as the 
marketplace becomes more competitive, 
a carrier's standing with its past 
customers or at least their word-of- 
mouth recommendations will have a 
great deal to do with its success. If 
estimating is a matter of real concern to 
customers, estimating accuracy will 
improve. With a binding estimate option 
such estimating becomes almost 
irrelevant. If problems persist in 
obtaining accurate estimates, 
increasingly there will be a trend away 
from weight-based tariffs as the carriers 
compete by emphasizing binding 
estimates and other price and service 
features. 

The question before us is whether it is 
appropriate {in the statutory sense) to 
impose additional costs involved in 
making some marginal improvement 
through regulatory command. We think 
the answer is no. There is good reason 
to believe that even small improvements 
in overall accuracy will be costly, while 
the actual improvement called for by the 
proposed standard is substantially 
above anything that experience has 
shown possible on an industry-wide 
basis. The Commission is not disposed 
to offer an alternative to the original 
proposal for all the reasons previously 
expressed. But, even if we were so 
inclined, we would be incapable of 
doing so on the present record. Since 
passage of the Household Goods 
Transportation Act, there has been a 
dramatic decrease in the number of 
complaints about industry performance. 
Unhappily, this period has also 
witnessed a decline in overall household 
goods shipping. Whether the business 
decline or the new law is responsible for 
the change in the complaint level, or 
whether the cause lies somewhere else 
entirely, we are not able to say. But it is 
clear that there has been sufficient 
change in industry citcumstances to 
raise serious question concerning the 
existing data base. 

The second proposed standard deals 
with reasonable dispatch. The standard 
requires that 95 percent of all shipments 
must be picked up and 90 percent of 
shipments must be delivered within the 
periods of time agreed to by the carrier. 
History indicates that the percentages 
are not unobtainable, although some 
improvement over present performance 
would be required. Unquestionably, 
there is some harm, varying in degree 
and compensability depending on 
circumstances, when a carrier fails to 


pickup or deliver when expected. 
However, under the new law, 
guaranteed pickup and delivery dates 
are an option which may be offered by 
the carriers, and the availability of the 
option apparently is growing in the 
marketplace. Even without the actual 
purchase of this type of recompense, 
often based on predetermined liquidated 
damages, many carriers readily pay 
inconvenience claims to compensate 
customers for expenses incurred due to 
the fault of the mover. While the 
consumer harm side of the equation may 
be diminishing, it is still of sufficient 
magnitude that the critical issue 
becomes the balance between this 
factor and the potential costs that would 
be imposed by the proposal. 

There is-no gainsaying the fact that 
even under booking pressures in peak 
season, Carrier operations can be 
organized more efficiently, or that it 
might work harder merely because hard 
work is in the carrier's own self interest. 
But to try to force improvement by 
regulation imposes a cost and part of 
that cost can be reduced productivity. 

We take it to be a principal purpose of 
the Motor Carrier Act and the 
Household Goods Transportation Act to 
introduce enough competitive pressure 
into the marketplace to insure that 
relatively costless improvements in 
productive efficiency are made, not only 
spontaneously, but continuously. 

If it is assumed that the household 
goods market is relatively competitive, 
then further improvements in the quality 
of service whether or not mandated by 
the government, are certain to increase 
costs. Here the costs are likely to be of 
two kinds. First, real improvements in 
the quality of service can be brought 
about simply by hafing more trucks and 
more drivers doing the same amount of 
work. Carriers would run vans at less 
than capacity to insure timely delivery 
and maintain local trucks and storage 
space, providing a two-step process to 
insure timely pickup. 

Ironically, the second method of 
satisfying the standard is through 
reducing the quality of service offered. 
TCAP and CU point to this potential 
deterioration in service. 


i: 


carriers could seek to comply with 
this rule (the pickup and delivery standard) 
by widening the “spread” of dates within 
which pick-up and delivery is made * * * 
TCAP and CU wonder whether carriers will 
respond to this standard by polarizing—and 
thus limiting—moving services: selling either 
high-priced services with guaranteed dates, 
or inferior service with wide spreads. 
(Comments of TCAP and CU, at 4.) 


For these commenters the answer is to 
monitor this standard to see if other 
reforms in the Household Goods 


Transportation Act provide sufficient 
competitive incentive to prevent the 
problem from occurring. But this 
approach assumes that competition is 
capable of following two masters, 
meeting both the demands of the 
marketplace and those of the regulator. 
If consumers have strong preferences 
concerning the length of the spread in 
pickup and delivery dates, there is every 
reason to believe that these preferences 
would be honored by the marketplace, 
all other things being equal. But with the 
imposition of a performance standard, 
things would not be equal. The 
consumer's preference (which typically 
would be for relatively short pickup and 
delivery periods in most instances) has 
to be weighed against the regulator's 
preference for periods that will be 
achieved on the average of 90 percent of 
the time. The market must be expected 
to compromise these two demands 
rationally. If the compromise appears to 
result in unacceptably wide spreads, 
one might reliably predict that an urgent 
call for a regulatory specification of the 
length of the spread would be heard. In 
short, an appeal for more, rather than 
less regulation, to achieve a result 
attainable by market forces alone. 

When the likelihood of a deterioration 
in service or an increase in cost is 
factored into the analysis of the 
proposed dispatch standard, we do not 
believe a standard can be defended. The 
alternative is that the carrier promise 
only what it can do. And, if it does not, 
suffer the consequence of damages and 
loss of reputation. The probability of 
redress of individual harm has been 
enhanced by the provisions of the 
Household Goods Act. Most 
importantly, the Commission, without 
performance standards, can now make 
civil forfeiture demands where 
warranted for violation of the rule 
requiring reasonable dispatch (49 CFR 
1056.8). 

Increased competition in the 
marketplace and the increasing 
availability of guaranteed pickup and 
delivery service have given the 
consumer new options. The standard 
proposed here would not improve the 
consumer's situation and would be 
potentially destructive of performance 
improvements fostered by a competitive 
market. Therefore, a “reasonable 
dispatch” standard is not appropriate 
and will not be adopted. 

The third area for which a 
performance standard has been 
proposed is claims handling. Loss and 
damage claims are simply a fact of life 
in the moving industry. The Commission 
has no authority to referee the actual 
settlement of claims. However, the 





Commission does impose claims 
handling procedures and requires that 
claims handling be done expeditiously 
and thus allow the consumer to know 
how much the carrier will pay and to 
make a timely decision on whether to go 
to court, or arbitration under a dispute 
settlement program, if the offer appears 
unsatisfactory. Moreover, the 
Commission requires that household 
goods carriers disclose to potential 
consumers how quickly claims have 
been handled in the past and what 
percentage of claims were settled only 
after court action had been initiated. 
The disclosure provision is aimed at two 
claims handling concerns, speed and 
quality, with quality implied from the 
relative incidence of court action. The 
proposed performance standard 
addresses only the first issue, speed. 
The standard would require that 95 
percent of all claims be acknowledged 
within 30 days of receipt and that at 
minimum an offer of settlement or 
declination must be made on 90 percent 
of all claims within 60 days and on 95 
percent within 120 days. 

There really can be no dispute about 
the issue of consumer harm when 
legitimate claims are delayed or denied. 
The self-correcting measures of a 
competitive marketplace come too late 
to aid the consumer who has already 
suffered. The new statute and the 
Commission's new rules address the 
problem in several ways. The dispute 
settlement program outlined above is 
one. By the end of fiscal year 1982, all of 
the major carriers and many smaller 
carriers had given notice of their 
participation in such programs all of 
which are administered by the 
American Aribitration Association. The 
provision allowing recovery of 
attorney's fees in civil actions may have 
had some impact on the rapid initiation 
of these programs. To date, however, 


they have been used only on rare 
occasions. 

Under the Commission's rules, 
carriers can no longer collect 
transportation charges on lost or 
destroyed articles (49 CFR 1056.16). Also 
they must follow mandatory claims 
handling procedures and, even though 
not used to any great extent, have an 
arbitration option open to them. The 
crucial question for consideration in 
connection with the claims handling 
standard, therefore, is whether, given 
the development of other means for 
improving carrier response, the 
proposed standard is cost beneficial? 
We think the answer is no. 

The first reason for this conclusion is 
the counterproductive potential that 
such a standard may imply for any 
program of civil court enforcement. 
These matters were covered in the first 
part of this decision, but it bears 
emphasizing that the potential 
complications described must be part of 
any cost-benefit analysis. The second 
reason is that the performance standard 
seems potentially counterproductive in 
its own right. Because the standard 
requires only rapid response, not a 
quality response, carriers have two 
options regarding improved behavior, 
assuming that improvement is required. 
The first option is to hire and train more 
personnel for service in the peak 
summer and fall months. 

The second option is to offer quick but 
conservative settlements on enough of 
the troubling complaints to stay within 
the standard. Either way, there are 
costs, the former will ultimately affect 
the price of moving, the latter is likely to 
increase litigation costs not only for the 
carrier, but for the individual shipper as 
well. Although the degree of consumer 
harm may at times be from delay in 
reaching fair claims settlements, more 
often it is from inadequate 
compensation. At best, the only gain 
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from performance standards would be 
some marginal improvement in speed. 
Therefore, the appropriate course is not 
to impose such a fruitless standard. 


Ill. Conclusions 


In summary, we have considered the 
three proposed standards according to 
the governing statutory criteria in 
Section 11110{a)(3). It is our conclusion 
that the proposals are seriously flawed, 
and the present record would not permit 
any defensible revised standards. For all 
of the reasons indicated in the earlier 
portions of this decision as well as the 
points made with reference to each 
particular proposal, we see no purpose 
in reopening this record for further 
comment. 

This proceeding is not a major federal 
action significantly affecting energy 
consumption or the quality of the human 
environment. 

While adoption of the proposed 
standards would have required 
consideration of the impact on small 
business entities pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
603 (Regulatory Flexibility Act), we 
believe the action taken here obviates 
such consideration and, in fact, furthers 
generally the objectives of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. 

This action is taken under the 
authority of 49 U.S.C. 11110 and 5 U.S.C. 
553. 


List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 1056 


Consumer protection; Moving of 
household goods. 

Decided: November 30, 1983. 

By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Sterrett, Commissioners Andre and 
Gradison. 


James H. Bayne, 

Acting Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-32566 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 





Notices 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Office of the Secretary 


Forms Under Review by Office of 
Management and Budget 


December 2, 1983. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
submitted to OMB for review the 
following proposals for the collection of 
information under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35) since the last list was 
published. This list is grouped into new 
proposals, revisions, extensions, or 
reinstatements. Each entry contains the 
following information: 

(1) Agency proposing the information 
collection; (2) Title of the information 
collection; (3) Form number(s), if 
applicable; (4) How often the 
information is requested; (5) Who will 
be required or asked to report; (6) An 
estimate of the number of responses; (7) 
An estimate of the total number of hours 
needed to provide the information; (8) 
An indication of whether section 3504(h) 
of Pub. L. 96-511 applies; (9) Name and 
telephone number of the agency contact 
person. 

Questions about the items in the 
listing should be directed to the agency 
person named at the end of each entry. 
Copies of the proposed forms and 
supporting documents may be obtained 
from: Department Clearance Officer, 
USDA, OIRM, Room 108-W Admin. 
Bldg., Washington, D.C. 20250, (202) 447- 
4414. Comments on any of the items 
listed should be submitted directly to: 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Washington, D.C. 20503, ATTN: 
Desk Officer for USDA. 

If you anticipate commenting on a 
submission but find that preparation 
time will prevent you from doing so 
promptly, you should advise the OMB 
Desk Officer of your intent as early as 
possible. 


Extension 


¢ Forest Service 

Collection and Analysis of Timber 
Purchasers’ Cost and Sales Data 
Annually 

Business or Other For-Profit: 150 
responses; 1,200 hours; not applicable 
under 3504(h) 

Ted Yarosh (202) 475-3755 

¢ Soil Conservation Program 

Rural Abandoned Mine’ Program 
(RAMP) SCS-CPA-13, 150, 151, 152, 
153, 154, 155, 156, FNM-140, 141, 

On Occasion Recordkeeping 

Individuals, State and Local 
Government, Farms: 559 responses; 
964 hours; not applicable under 
3504(h) 

James B. Newman (202) 382-1864 

¢ Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service 

Designation of Flue-Cured Tobacco 
Sales 

ASCS—807 Annually 

Individuals or Households, Farms: 
220,000 responses; 22,000 hours; not 
applicable under 3504(h} 

Jay Poole (202) 447-2715 


New 


¢ Agricultural Marketing Service 

7 CFR Part 55, Regulations for Voluntary 

Inspection of Eggs Products and Grading 

On Occasion, Weekly, Monthly, Daily 

Business: 5,401 responses; 1,292 hours; 
not applicable under 3504(h) 

Merlin L. Nichols, Jr. (202) 447-3506 


Reinstatment 


¢ Farmers Home Administration 

7 CFR 1980-F Guaranteed Economic 
Emergency Loans 

FmHA 1980-15, 25, 32, 38, 

On Occasion 

Farms, Businesses: 4,560 responses; 
4,052 hours; not applicable under 
3504(h) 

Joel Weirick (202) 382-1656 

¢ Farmers Home Administration 

7 CFR 1945-C, Economic Emergency 
Loans 

On Occasion Farms, 

Businesses: 43,180 responses; 23,345 
hours; not applicable under 3504(h) 

Joel Weirick (202) 382-1656. 


Dewayne Hamilton, 

Acting Department Clearance Officer. 
[FR Doc. 83-32594 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-01-M 


Federal Register 
Vol. 48, No. 236 


Wednesday, December 7, 1983 


Members of Performance Review 
Boards 


AGENCY: Department of Agriculture. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This document amends the 
list of Performance Review Board 
members published October 6, 1982, 47 
FR 44127, as amended November 26, 
1982, 47 FR 53430, March 1, 1983, 48 FR 
8518, August 29, 1983, 48 FR 39100 and 
November 10, 1983, 48 FR 51665. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 7, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Earl C. Hadlock, Chief, Employment and 
Executive Resources Staff, Office of 
Personnel, Department of Agriculture, 
14th Street and Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20250; (202/447- 
6905). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
membership of the Department of 
Agriculture’s Performance Review 
Boards is amended by adding the names 
of Daniel Oliver and Karen Darling. 


Dated: December 1, 1983. 


John R. Block, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-32552 Filed 12-6-€3; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-01-4 


Federal Grain Inspection Service 


Grain 
Weighing Service, inc. (TX) 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 83-31760 beginning on page 
54258 in the issue for Thursday, 
December 1, 1983, make the following 
correction. 


On page 54258, third column, under 
DATE, the date now reading “January 16, 
1984” should read “January 3, 1984”. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 
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An environmental assessment that 
discusses timber sale contract relief 
alternatives is available for public 
review during regular business hours in 
Director's Office, Timber Management 
Staff, South Agriculture Building, Room 
3207, 12th and Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC. 

It is my decision to adopt alternative 
E which provides that extension of 
certain National Forest timber sale 
contracts can be granted for a maximum 
of 5 years. Purchasers who wish to take 
advantage of these extensions must 
submit a qualifying Multi-Sale Extension 
Plan to the Forest Service. Other 
alternatives considered were (a) no 
action for contract relief, (b) contract 
extensions of 5 years with interest on 
the unpaid purchase price of the 
extended volume, (c) termination of 40 
percent of the volume under contract, or 
15 million board feet, or one contract, 
with 5-year extensions without interest 
for the remaining volume, and (d) 
termination of contracts with 
compensatory payments based on a 
break-even point to the Government, 
compared with no contract relief. 

I have determined through 
environmental analysis that this is not a 
major Federal action which would 
significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment. Therefore, 
environmental impact statement is not 
needed. This determination was made 
based on the following considerations 
which are discussed in detail in the 
environmental assessment: 

A. The original decisions to offer the 
timber sale contracts were made in 
compliance with the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The 
extension policy will not change the 
design of the timber sales or the 
resource protection requirements of the 
contracts unless the changes are 
essential to carry out the original sale 
objectives and/or to protect the 
environment. 

B. 1. The action will not cause 
significant direct, indirect, or cumulative 
effects on water quality or quantity, 
soils, fisheries, wildlife, or other 
resources. 

2. The action will not cause a major 
increase in costs or prices for 
consumers; individual industries; 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies; or geographic regions. 
Implementation of this action will help 
stabilize timber dependent economies. 


The ability to delay harvest on high- 
priced sales will reduce relative costs 
for timber sale purchasers. A stabilized 
National Forest timber harvest will 
make revenues from stumpage receipts 
more predictable for State and local 
governments. 

3. The action will not cause a 
significant adverse effect on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity or innovation, or on the 
ability of U.S.-based enterprises to 
compete with foreign-based enterprises 
in domestic or export markets. This 
action will retain more competition in 
the U.S. forest products industry than 
would be present if no relief action were 
taken. Implementation of this action will 
probably enhance the ability of the U.S. 
forest products industry to compete with 
foreign-based enterprises. 

C. There is adequate information to 
support the need for and consideration 
of the action. 

This decision is subject to 
administrative appeal. 

Questions regarding this decision 
should be sent to Chief, USDA Forest 
Service, P.O. Box 2417, Washington, DC 
20013. 


Dated: December 1, 1983. 
R. M. Housley, 
Acting Chief. 
[FR Doc. 83-32554 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Secretary 


President’s Private Sector Survey on 
Cost Control; Meeting Cancellation 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice of Cancellation of 
Meeting. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
November 29, 1983, a notice dated 
November 25, 1983 was published in the 
Federal Register (48 FR 53736-37), 
announcing a meeting of the President's 
Private Sector Survey on Cost Control 
on December 8, 1983 at 11 a.m. at the 
Department of Commerce Auditorium, 
First Floor, Herbert C. Hoover Building, 
14th and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 

The purpose of this notice is to 
announce that this meeting has been 
concelled and will be rescheduled at a 
later date. A new date, and the time and 
place will be announced in the Federal 
Register. 


Dated: December 6, 1983. 
Marilyn S. McLennan, 
Chief Information Management Division, 
Office of the Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-32782 Filed 12-6-83; 11:53 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-CW-M 


International Trade Administration 


Stainless Steel Round Wire; 
Announcement of First Quarter 1984 
Monitoring Prices 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce.. 


ACTION: Announcement of the first 
quarter 1984 monitoring price levels for 
imports of stainless steel round wire 
products.. 


SUMMARY: The Department of 
Commerce that base prices for first 
quarter 1984 trigger prices of stainless 
steel round wire products will decline 
1.0 percent from their fourth quarter 1983 
base price levels. Size extra prices for 
stainless steel round wire will decline 
an average of 0.5 percent from their 
fourth quarter levels. Changes in the 
yen/dollar ratio accounted for much of 
the decline in base and size extra prices. 
The Department uses trigger prices to 
monitor the prices of stainless steel wire 
and cold drawn round bar under 0.703 
inches in diameter for possible initiation 
of antifumping or countervailing duty 
investigations if unfair sales of these 
products appear to be injuring domestic 
producers. Each quarter the Department 
reviews Japanese steel production and 
delivery costs and revises trigger prices 
accordingly. The first quarter trigger 
price applies to stainless steel round 
wire products and round stainless steel 
drawn bars in sizes under 0.703 inches 
in diameter exported to the United 
States on or after January 1, 1,984. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Juanita S. Kavalauskas, Agreements 
Compliance Division, Import 
Administration, Room 3099, Department 
of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
telephone: (202) 377-3793. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Import 
price monitoring procedures for 
stainless steel round wire are the same 
as those published in the TPM 
Procedures Manual (46 FR 49928). 
Japanese stainless steel wire — 
manufacturers agreed to supply cost of 
production and transportation 
information necessary to monitor the 
import prices. Commerce uses Special 
Summary Steel invoices to monitor 
imports of stainless steel round wire and 
small cold drawn bar under 0.703 inches 
diameter. In computing the invoice price 
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for comparison to the trigger price, 
Commerce will use a 12.0 percent 
annual rate (1.0 percent per month when 
interest must be adjusted and the actual 
rate is not known. For its calculation of 
trigger price levels, the yen/dollar 
exchange rate the Department uses to 
convert Japanese steel producers’ yen 
denominated production cost to dollars 
is the average of the 36 months 
preceding the calculation and 
publication of the quarter's trigger price 
levels. 

The exchange rate used in the 
Department's first quarter 1984 
production cost estimate is 235 yen to 
the dollar (the yen/dollar exhange rate 
average for November 1980 through 
October 1983). 


Other Charges 


Trigger prices are an estimate of the 
Japanese stainless wire manufacturers’ 
cost of production plus the cost of 
transporting to the United States and 
handling in the United States. Each 
trigger price includes ocean freight, 
insurance, interest and handling as well 
as the base price and extras. The ocean 
freight, handling and interest are shown 
for each of the major importing regions: 
Pacific Coast, Atlantic Coast, Gulf Coast 
and the Great Lakes. All prices are 
shown in U.S. dollars per metric ton. 

The interest component of the 
delivery charge reflects the current level 
of prime interest rate. Handling and 
ocean freight charges remain 
unchanged. The extras shown define the 
coverage in terms of sizes, grades, and 
qualities. 

The following rules apply to product 
coverage and extras: 

(1) If a product fails to fit the general 
description because the cost of 
producing that product varies 
substantially from the cost of producing 
the product described in the heading, the 
product is not covered. 

(2) If a product is covered by a grade 
which is not in the base coverage and 
for which no grade extra is listed, the 
product is not covered. 

(3) If a product has a size specification 
that falls above the largest size 
specification shown or below the 
smallest size specification shown, it is 
not covered. 

(4) If a product has a size specification 
that falls between two size 
specifications listed, it is covered and 
the size specification with the higher 
dollar value is to be used unless 
otherwise noted on the page. 

(5) If a product embodies extras other 
than size or grade which are not listed, 
the product is covered. In those cases, 
the base trigger price plus any 
applicable extras listed will be applied. 


A list of stainless steel round wire and 
cold drawn bar products subject to 
trigger price monitoring and the 
applicable base prices and extras are 
contained in the Appendix to this notice. 


Dated: November 30, 1983. 
Alan F. Holmer, 


Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 


Appendix—1ist Quarter 1984 Trigger 
Prices per Metric Ton 


Stainless Steel Wire 


Round Stainless Steel Drawn Bars in 
Sizes Under 0.703 Inches 


AISI Categories 20 and 12 


Interest charge equals F.O.B. trigger 
base price including size extra times 
interest factor. 

Insurance 1% of base 
price + extras + ocean freight. 

Extras (dollar per metric ton): 
1. Annealed Wire—Group I 

A. Base Prices, Including Grade Extras 

B. Size by Grade Group 

C. Small Bar Size Extras 
2. Hard/Spring Wire—Group II 

A. Base Prices, Including Grade Extras 

B. Size by Grade Group 
3. Soft/Intermediate Wire—Group III 

A. Base Prices, Including Grade Extras 

B. Size by Grade Group 
4. Coating 
5. Finish 

A. Centerless Ground 

B. Centerless Ground and Polished 
6. Diameter Tolerance 
7. Straightening and Cut to Length 

A. Size Range 

B. Length 
8. Packaging. 

Note.—This coverage applies to stainless 
steel round wire and stainless steel bar under 
0.703 inches produced by drawing. Bar, in 
these sizes, if produced by hot rolling is not 
covered by published prices. 


1. Group I—Annealed Wire: Soft wire 
in which there is no further cold drawing 
after the last annealing treatment. This 
wire is made by annealing in open fired 
furnaces or molten salt followed by 
pickling, which produces a clean gray 
matte finish. It is also made with a 
bright finish by annealing wet, oil or 
grease drawn wire in a protective 
atmosphere, and is sometimes described 
as bright annealed wire. 

A. Grades 


~~ ; 
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» All intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 
C. Small Bar*: Small cold drawn bar in wire 


gauges is to be trigger priced using these size 
extras: 


574” to .703” ..... 


-185” to .215” .... 


1 Intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 
2. Group IlI—Hard/Spring Wire: wire 
drawn in several drafts as required to 
produce the high tensile strengths 
required for such products as spring 
wire. 
A. Grades 





1 Annealing and pickling is included in base 
material cost. Size extras include cost of 
straight. aing and cut to length. 


| SSSSSESSSESSSSSSSSSSSSS Gg 





3. Group III—Soft/Intermediate Wire: 
wire drawn one or more drafts after 
annealing as required to produce 
minimum strength or hardness. The 
properties can be varied between soft 
temper and those approaching spring 
temper wire. Wire in this temper is 
usually produced in a variety of dry 
drawn tempers. Cold heading wire 
belongs in this group. 


A. Grades 





' All intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 


' May also be designated as type 630 or UNS 17400. 


B. Size 


3125” to .374" 
.2500” to .312 
2340” to 249” 
2160” to 233" 
.200” to .215”. 
-185" 2 

-170" 

-155” 

-142” 

-128" 


4. Coating: Material provided 
uncoated or coated with lime (or 
equivalent to lime) and/or soap will 
carry no extra. Other coatings require an 
appropriate extra where additional 
costs are involved. Metallic coatings 
include copper, nickel, and lead. Non- 
metallic coatings include plastics, 
molybdenum disulfide, etc. 


Size range 


? All intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 
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1 Intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 
These extras are applicable to all 
grades listed. 
Straightening and cut to length extras 
are included in the above finish extras. 
6. Diameter Tolerance. Standard: AISI 
or JIS Specification. 


Not less than % Standard........| 100. 
Closer than % to % standard ....| 25 percent of size extra. 
50 percent of size extra. 


7. Straightening and Cut to Length: 
Use the sum of the appropriate extras 
from A and B below to form the total 
extra. 


-170" to .3124* 
099” to .169" .. 
051” to .098” .. 


8. Packaging: 

Bundle, 26 

Wooden Boxes, 89 

Fibre Drums, 82 

Coil Carriers, 26 

Spools: Sizes under .020”, 160 

Both Spools and Wooden Boxes: 
Sizes .020” and greater, 89 


Sizes under .020”, 249. 
(FR Doc. 83-32561 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


[C-791-002] 


Prestressed Concrete Steel Wire 
Strand From South Africa; Preliminary 
Results of Administrative Review of 
Suspension Agreement 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of Preliminary Results of 
Administrative Review of Suspension 
Agreement. 


summary: The Department of 
Commerce has conducted an 
administrative review of the agreement 
suspending the countervailing duty 
investigation on prestressed concrete 
steel tire strand from South Africa. The 
review covers the period May 21, 1982, 
the date of suspension of the 
investigation, through December 31, 
1982. 

As a result of the review, we 
preliminarily find that Haggie Limited, 
the only known exporter of South 
African PC strand to the United States, 
has complied with the terms of the 
suspension agreement. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 7, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Philip Otterness or Brian Keily, Office of 
Compliance, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230; 
telephone: (202) 377-2786. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On May 21, 1982, the Department of 
Commerce (“the Department”) 
published in the Federal Register (47 FR 
22137) a notice of suspension of the 
countervailing duty investigation 
regarding prestressed concrete steel 
wife strand from South Africa. The 
petitioner requested that the 
investigation be continued, and on 
August 2, 1982 the Department published 
in the Federal Register (47 FR 33310) a 
notice of final affirmative countervailing 
duty determination. As required by 
section 751 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(“the Tariff Act”), the Department has 
now conducted an administrative 
review of the suspension agreement. 


Scope of the Review 


Imports covered by the review are 
shipments of South African prestressed 
concrete steel wire strand. Such 
merchandise is currently classifiable 
under item 642.1120 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States 


Annotated. The review covers the only 
known exporter of South African PC 
strand to the United States, Haggie 
Limited, which was the signatory to the 
suspension agreement. 

The review covers the period May 21, 
1982, the effective date of the 
suspension agreement, through 
December 31, 1982, and the following 
programs: (1) Preferential railroad rates 
for shipments destined for export; (2) 
Export Incentive Program—Categories 
A, B, and D; (3) the Iron/Steel Export 
Promotion Scheme; and (4) the General 
Levy and Import Subsidy Scheme. 


Analysis of Programs 

(1) Railroad Rate Differential. The 
South African Transport Services, a 
government-owned corporation, 
maintains a rate schedule that provides 
preferential rates for container 
shipments destined for export. Haggie 
ships all of its PC strand for export in 
containers. During the period of review, 
Haggie paid the higher domestic rate for 
all shipments of PC strand, whether for 
export or for domestic use. This 
eliminated the differential, in 
accordance with the terms of the 
suspension agreement. 

(2) Export Incentive Program. In 1980 
the South African Department of 
Industries, Commerce, and Tourism 
expanded and restructured its Export 
Incentive Program into four categories. 
Category C of this program was 
eliminated on April 1, 1982. 

Category A is a rebate of import 
duties on raw materials that are re- 
exported after further processing. 
Haggie used only domestically produced 
wire rod during the review period and 
did not apply for Category A benefits. 

Category B consists of a credit against 
income taxes equal to 10 percent of the 
value-added component of exported 
merchandise if there is a South African 
import duty on such merchandise. There 
is an import duty on PC strand. Under 
the program the value-added component 
is calculated by taking the average f.o.b. 
sales price per ton, increasing it by the 
rebate received under the Iron/Steel 
Export Promotion Scheme (see below), 
and subtracting the average raw 
materials costs. This figure is then 
multiplied by 10 percent to obtain the 
amount of the credit. 

Category D consists of a deduction of 
taxable income of up to 200 percent of 
export market development expenses. 
Haggie is eligible for the full deduction 
of 200 percent. 

Haggie has not yet filed its tax return 
for the period under review but, as part 
of the suspension agreement, agreed not 
to claim Category B and D benefits for 





exports of PC strand to the United 
States. In a subsequent review, after 
Haggie has filed its return, we will 
reexamine whether or not Haggie 
claimed Category B or D benefits for 
shipments made during the review 
period. 

(3) Jron/Steel Export Promotion 
Scheme (“ISEPS”). The South African 
Rolled Steel Producers’ Co-ordinating 
Council, a group of nine primary steel 
producers, introduced ISEPS in 
September 1972. The scheme pays to 
secondary steel exporters an amount 
equal to 19.5 percent of the f.o.b. value 
on all exports of secondary steel 
products that contain rolled, drawn, or 
forged steel and that meet a 25 percent 
value-added criterion. The scheme is 
funded by a 4 rand per metric ton levy 
on all purchases of primary steel. The 
primary producers pay the levy to the 
fund, but the government allows an 
upward adjustment to the government- 
controlled price of primary steel to 
compensate for the amount of the levy, 
shifting the charge to the secondary 
producers. 

Haggie did not make any claims for 
ISEPS benefits on shipments of PC 
strand that entered the United States, or 
were withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after September 1, 
1982 through December 31, 1982, in 
accordance with the terms of the 
suspension agreement. 

(4) The General Levy and Import 
Subsidy Scheme (“GLISS”). Haggie did 
not receive any benefits from GLISS for 
shipments of PC strand to the United 
States during the review period. 

We found no other benefits received 
by Haggie during the review period. 


Preliminary Results of the Review 


As a result of our review, we 
preliminarily determine that Haggie 
Limited has complied with the terms of 
the suspension agreement for the period 
May 21, 1982 through December 31, 1982. 
The agreement can remain in force only 
so long as shipments covered by the 
agreement account for at least 85 
percent of exports of such merchandise 
to the United States. Our information 
indicates that Haggie Limited accounted 
for 100 percent of imports into the 
United States of PC strand from South 
Africa during the review period. 

Interested parties may submit written 
comments on these preliminary results 
within 30 days of the date of publication 
of this notice and may request 
disclosure and/or a hearing within 10 
days of the date of publication. Any 
hearing, if requested, will be held 45 
days after the date of publication or the 
first workday thereafter. Any request for 
an administrative protective order must 


be made no later than 5 days after the 
date of publication. The Department will 
publish the final results of this 
administrative review including the 
results of its analysis of issues raised in 
such comments or at a hearing. 

This administrative review and notice 
are in accordance with section 751(a)(1) 
of the Tariff Act (19 CFR 1675(a)(1)) and 
§ 355.41 of the Commerce Regulations 
(19 U.S.C. 355.41). 

Dated: November 30, 1983. 

Alan F. Holmer, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary, Import 
Administration. 

[FR DOC. 83-325786 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M 


University of Wisconsin-Madison; 
Decision on Application for Duty-Free 
Entry of Scientific Instrument 


This decision is made pursuant to 
Section 6(c) of the Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Materials 
Importation Act of 1966 (Pub. L. 89-651, 
80 Stat. 897; 15 CFR Part 301). Related 
records can be viewed between 8:30 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m. in Room 1523, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th and 
Constitution Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 

Docket No.: 83-276. Applicant: 
University of Wisconsin-Madison, 
Materials Science Center, 1115 
Engineering Research.Building, 1500 
Johnson Drive, Madison, WI 53706. 
Instrument: Biaxial Tilting Stage for 
Electron Microscope. Manufacturer: 
JEOL Ltd., Japan. Intended use: See 
notice at 48 FR 39266. 

Comments: None received. 

Decision: Approved. No instrument of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
instrument, for such purposes as it is 
intended to be used, is being 
manufactured in the United States. 

Reasons: The accessory (a biaxial 
tilting stage) is compatible with an 
existing instrument (an electron 
microscope to its analytical capabilities. 
The National Bureau of Standards 
advises in its memorandum dated 
October 11, 1983 that: (1) The capability 
of the foreign instrument described 
above is pertinent to the applicant's 
intended purpose and (2) it knows of no 
domestic instrument or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value to the foreign 
instrument for the application's intended 
use. 

We know of no other instrument or 
apparatus of equivalent scientific value 
to the foreign instrument which is being 
manufactured in the United States. 
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(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 11.105, Importation of Duty-Free 
Educational and Scientific Materials) 

Frank W. Creel, 

Acting Director, Statutory Import Programs 
Staff. 

{FR Doc. 83-32574 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M 


COMMITTEE FOR THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE 
AGREEMENTS 


Adjusting Import Limits for Certain 
Cotton and Man-Made Fiber Apparel 
Products From the Republic of the 
Philippines 


December 2, 1983. 


The Chairman of the Committee for 
the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements (CITA), under the authority 
contained in E.O. 11651 of March 3, 1972, 
as amended, has issued the directive 
published to the Commissioner of 
Customs to be effective on December 8, 
1983. For further information contact 
Car! Ruths, International Trade 
Specialist, 202/377-4212. 


Background 


A CITA directive dated December 22, 
1982 (47 FR 57986) established limits for 
certain specified categories of cotton, 
wool and man-made fiber textile 
products, including Categories 340 
(men’s and boys’ woven cotton shirts) 
and 652 pt. (man-made fiber underwear), 
produced or manufactured in the 
Philippines and exported during the 
agreement year which began on January 
1, 1983. 

Effective on December 8, 1983, the 
1983 limits for the foregoing two 
categories are being adjusted to account, 
in the case of Category 340, for the 
application of carryover, carryforward 
and swing, and, in the case of Category 
652 pt., for carryover and swing, as 
provided under the terms of the Bilateral 
Cotton, Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of November 24, 1982 
between the Governments of the United 
States and the Republic of the 
Philippines. Carryforward being applied 
to Category 340, to the extent used in 
1983, will be deducted from the limit 
established for this category in 1984. 

A description of the textile categories 
in terms of T.S.U.S.A. numbers was 
published in the Federal Register on 
December 13, 1982 (47 FR 55709), as 
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amended on April 7, 1983 (48 FR 15175) 
and May 3, 1983 (48 FR 19924). 

Walter C. Lenahan, 

Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 


December 2, 1983. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile . 


Agreements 

Commissioner of Customs, 

Department of the Treasury, Washington, 
DC. 


Dear Mr. Commissioner: This directive 
further amends, but does not cancel, the 
directive of December 22, 1982 from the 
Chairman of the Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements, 
concerning imports into the United States of 
certain cotton, wool and man-made fiber 
textile products, produced or manufactured in 
the Philippines and exported during 1983. 

Effective on December 8, 1983, paragraph 1 
of the directive of December 22, 1982 is 
hereby further amended to include adjusted 
levels of restraint for the following 
categories, according to the terms of the 
Bilateral Cotton, Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of November 24, 1982:! 


meer ee 
378.6530. 7 

The Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements has determined that 
these actions fall within the foreign affairs 
exception to the rulemaking provisions of 5 
U.S.C 553. 

Sincerely, 

Walter C. Lenahan, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 
{FR Doc. 83-9257 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Announcing Import Control Levels for 
Certain Cotton, Wool and Man-Made 
Fiber Textile Products From Taiwan 


December 2, 1983. 
ACTION: Controlling imports of cotton, 
wool and man-made fiber textile 
products in Categories 314, 317, 434, 447, 
612, 613, 631, 636, 642, and part of 669 
(polypropylene bags), produced or 
manufactured in Taiwan and exported 
during the agreement year which began 
on January 1, 1983. 

A description of the textile categories 
in terms of T.S.U.S.A. numbers was 


‘The agreement provides, in part, that (1) specific 
limits may be exceeded during the a t year 
by designated percentages; (2) specific limits may 
be adjusted for carryover and carryforward; and (3) 
administrative arrangements or adjustments may be 
made to resolve minor problems arising in the 
implementation of the agreement. 


published in the Federal Register on 
December 13, 1982 (47 FR 55709), as 
amended on April 7, 1983 (48 FR 15175) 
and May 3, 1983 (48 FR 19924). 


SUMMARY: During consultations held in 
October 1983 under the terms of the 
bilateral textile agreement of November 
18, 1982 concerning cotton, wool and 
man-made fiber textile products from 
Taiwan, agreement was reached to 
establish levels for cotton and man- 
made fiber textile products in Categories 
314, 317, 434, 447, 613, 636, 642 and 669 
(polypropylene bags) exported during 
the agreement year which began on 
January 1, 1983. Notice of the intention 
to hold these consultations was 
published in the Federal Register on 
June 13, June 21, June 23, July 7 and July 
21, 1983 (48 FR 27122, 28312, 28698, 31282 
and 3331). The United States had 
decided to control imports in these 
categories at the agreed levels, exported 
during 1983. Because no agreement was 
reached on levels for man-made fiber 
textile products in Categories 612, 631 
and 699 (fishnets) those categories are 
being controlled at the hold levels called 
for in the bilateral agreement, pending 
the conclusion of consultations. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 8, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William Boyd, International Trade 
Specialist, Office of Textiles and 
Appareil, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. (202/377-4212). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
December 22, 1982 a letter from the 
Chairman of the Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
to the Commissioner of Customs was 
published in the Federal Register (47 FR 


57083) which established levels of 


restraint for certain cotton, wool and 
man-made fiber textile products, 
produced an manufactured in Taiwan 
and exported during the twelve-month 
period which began on January 1, 1983. 
In the letter which follows this notice 
additional levels are being established 
for the designated categories as a result 
of bilateral consultations. The level for 
those categories have not been adjusted 
to account for merchandise exported on 
and after January 1, 1983 and extending 
to the effective date of this action, 
December 8, 1983. Charges for the period 
January 1-October 15, 1983 are listed 
below and will be charged. Charges for 
the period October 16 through December 
7, 1983 will be made when the data 
become available: 


Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 


December 2, 1983. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements 


Commissioner of Customs, 
Department of the Treasury, Washington, 
DC. 

Dear Mr. Commissioner: This directive 
further amends, but does not cancel, the 
directive of December 16, 1982 concerning 
cotton, wool and man-made fiber textile 
products, produced or manufactured in 
Taiwan and exported during 1983. 

Effective on December 8, 1983, paragraph 1 
of the directive of December 16, 1982 is 
hereby further amended to include the 
following levels: 


‘The levels of restraint have not - sas to reflect 
any ——-* exported after December 
In 


tegory 669, only TSUSA No. 305.5900. 

Textile products in the foregoing categories 
which have been exported to the United 
States prior to January 1, 1983 shall not be 
subject to this directive. 

Textile products in the foregoing categories 
which have been released from the custody 
of the U.S. Customs Service under the 
provisions of 19 U.S.C. 1448{b) or 
1484(a)(1)(A) prior to the effective date of this 
directive shall not be denied entry under this 
directive. 

The Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements has determined that 
these actions fall within the foreign affairs 
exception to the rulemaking provisions of 5 
U.S.C 553. 

Sincerely, 
Walter C. Lenahan, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 
[FR Doc. 83-2576 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 





DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


AGENCY: Department of Education. 
Action: Application Notice Establishing 
Closing Date for Transmittal of Fiscal 
Year 1984 Applications for Continuation 
Awards. 

Applications are invited for 
noncompeting continuation awards 
under the Bilingual Educaton Act— 
Training Projects Program that propose 
the activity described in 34 CFR 
510.10(e). 

Authority for this program is 
contained in Section 723 of the - 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, as amended by the 
Education Amendments of 1978 (Pub. L. 
95-561). 


(20 U.S.C. 3233) 


Current recipients of grants under this 
program that have one or more year(s) 
remaining of an approved multi-year 
project period may request continuation 
of their present projects. 

The purpose of the awards is to 
provide non-degree training programs to 
increase the skills of State educatonal 
agency personnel in carrying out their 
responsibilities with regard to programs 
of bilingual education. 

Closing Date for Transmittal of 
Applicatins: To be assured of 
consideration for funding, applications 
for noncompeting continuation awards 
should be mailed or hand delivered by 
January 20, 1984. 

If the application is late, the 
Department of Education may lack 
sufficient time to review it with other 
applications for noncompeting 
continuation awards and may decline to 
accept it. 

Applications Delivered by Mail: An 
application sent by mail should be 
addressed to the U.S. Department of 
Education, Application Control Center, 
Attention: 84:003R, Washington, D.C. 
20202. 

An applicant must show proof of 
mailing consisting of one of the 
following: 

(1) A legibly dates U.S. Postal Service 
postmark. 

(2) A legible mail receipt with the date 
of mailing stamped by the U.S. Postal 
Service. 

(3) A dated shipping label, invoice, or 
receipt from a commercial carrier. 


(4) Any other proof of mailing 
acceptable to the U.S. Secretary of 
Education. 

If an application is sent through the 
U.S. Postal Service, the Secretary does 
not accept either of the following as 
proof of mailing: (1) A private metered 
postmark, or (2) a mail receipt that is not 
dateds by the U.S. Postal Service. 

An applicant should note that the U.S. 
Postal Service does not uniformly 
provided a dates postmark. Before 
relying on this method, as applicant 
should check with its local post office. 

An applicant is encouraged to use 
registered or at least first class mail. 

Applications Delivered by Hand: An 
application that is hand delivered must 
be taken to the U.S. Department of 
Education, Application Control Center, 
Room 5673, Regional Office Building 3, 
7th and D Streets, SW., Washington, 
D.C. 

The Application Control Center will 
accept a hand-delivered application 
between 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. 
(Washington, D.C. time) daily, except 
Saturdays, Sundays, and Federal 
holidays. 

Program Information: In the case of 
an application submitted by an LEA as 
either a sole or joint applicant, the 
following applies; As stated in 34 CFR 
500.40, the Secretary makes a 
continuation award only if the grantee 
meets the conditions of Section 
721(e)()2) of the Bilingual Education Act, 
which requires a grantee to 
demonstrate, among other things, that it 
is making satisfactory progress toward 
achieving the states objectives of the 
program. 

In the case of applicants other than 
LEAs, the Secretary uses the procedures 
and criteria in 34 CFR 75.253 for 
determining whether to make a 
continuation award. 


Intergovernmental Review 


On June 24, 1983, the Secretary 
published in the Federal Register final 
regulations (34 CFR Part 79, published at 
48 FR 29158 et seq.) implementing 
Executive Order 12372 entitled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations took effect 
September 30, 1983. 

This program is subject to the 
requirements of the Executive Order and 
the regulations in 34 CFR Part 79. The 
objective of Executive Order 12372 is to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened federalism by 
relying on State and local processes for 
State and local government coordination 
and review of proposed Federal 
financial assistance. 

The Executive Order— 
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¢ Allows States, after consultation 
with local officials, to establish their 
own process for review and comment on 
proposed Federal financial assistance, 

¢ Increases Federal responsiveness to 
State and local officials by requiring 
Federal agencies to accommodate State 
and local views or explain why those 
views will not be accommodated, and 

¢ Revokes OMB Circular A-95. 

Transactions with nongovernmental 
entities, including State postsecondary 
educational institutions and federally 
recognized Indian tribal governments, 
are not covered by Executive Order 
12372. Also excluded from coverage are 
research, development, or 
demonstration projects that do not have 
a unique geographic focus and are not 
directly relevant to the governmental 
responsibilities of a State or local 
government within that geographic area. 

The following is the current list of 
States that have established a process, 
designated a single point of contact, and 
have selected this program for review: 


States 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Puerto Rico 
Nebraska Northern Mariana 
Nevada Isiands 

Immediately upon receipt of this 
notice, applicants that are governmental 
entities, including local educational 
agencies, must contact the appropriate 
State single point of contact to find out 
about, and to comply with, the State’s 
process under the Executive Order. 
Applicants proposing to perform 
activities in more than one State should 
contact, immediately upon receipt of this 
notice, the single point of contact for 
each State and follow the procedures 
established in those States under the 
Executive Order. A list containing the 
single point of contact for each State is 
included in the application package for 
this program. 

In States not listed above State, 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
may submit comments directly to the 
Department. 

Any State process recommendation 
and other comments submitted by a 


Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Montana 
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State single point of contact and any 
comments from State, areawide, 
regional, and local entities must be 
mailed or hand delivered by February 
21, 1984, to the following address: 

The Secretary, U.S. Department of 
Education, Room 4181, 84.003R, 400 
Maryland Avenue SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20202. Telephone Number (202) 
245-7913. (Proof of mailing will be 
determined on the same basis as 
applications.) 

Please Note That the Above Address 
is not the Same Address as the one to 
Which the Applicant Submits its 
Completed Application. Do not Send 
Applications to the Above Address. 

Available Funds: It is expected that 
approximately $300,000 will be available 
for five noncompeting continuation 
grants under the Training Projects 
Program (Activity E) in fiscal year 1984. 

However, these estimates do not bind 
the U.S. Department of Education to a 
specific number of grants or to the 
amount of any grant unless that amount 
is otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 

Application Forms: Application 
packages are expected to be ready for 
mailing in mid December 1983. They will 
be mailed to current recipients that have 
one or more year(s) remaining of an 
approved multi-year project period. A 
copy of the application package may be 
obtained by writing to the Office of 
Bilingual Education and Minority 
Languages Affairs, U.S. Department of 
Education, (Reporters Building, Room 
421), 400 Maryland Avenue SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20202. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with the 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the application package. 
However, the program information is 
only intended to aid applicants in 
applying for assistance. Nothing in the 
program information package is 
intended to impose any paperwork, 
application content, reporting, or grantee 
performance requirement beyond those 
imposed under the statute and 
regulations. 

The Secretary strongly urges that 
grantees not submit information that is 
not requested. 

Applicable Regulations: The 
regulations applicable to this program 
include the following: 

(a) The regulations governing the 
Training Projects Program, 34 CFR Parts 
500 and 510. 

(b) The Education Department 
General Administrative Regulations, 34 
CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, 78, and 79. 

Further Information: For further 
information contact the Training 
Projects (Activity E) Application 


Coordinator, Office of Bilingual 
Education and Minority Languages 
Affairs, U.S. Department of Education 
(Reporters Building, Room 421), 400 
Maryland Avenue SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20202. Telephone (202) 245-2922. 


(20 U.S.C. 3233). 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No. 
84.003, Bilingual Education Act) 
Dated: December 2, 1983. 
Jesse M. Soriano, 
Director, Office of Bilingual Education and 
Minority Languages Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 83-32591 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4000-1-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Presidential Permit for Proposed 
imperial Vailey—La Rosita 
Transmission Line; Finding of No 
Significant impact 


AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Issuance of finding of no 
significant impact for Presidential 
Permit in Docket Number PP-79, 
Imperial Valley—La Rosita electric 
transmission line. 


SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 


(DOE) has adopted an environmental 
assessment (EA) prepared by the Bureau 
of Land Management for construction 
and operation of an electric 
transmission line between La Rosita, 
Mexico and the Imperial Valley 
substation in California. Based upon the 
findings of the EA, which is available to 
the publc on request, the DOE has 
determined that issuance of the permit 
would not constitute a major Federal 
action significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment, as defined in 
Section 102 of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq., and 
therefore, no environmental impact 
statement is required. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION OR COPIES 

OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

CONTACT: 

Mr. Garet Bornestein, Program Manager, 
Presidential Permits, Department of 
Energy, Forrestal Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 252- 
5935 


‘Ms. Linda J. Desell, Office of 


Environmental Compliance, 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, Forrestal 
Building, Room 4G—085, Washington, 
D.C. 20585, (202) 252-6374 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
September 24, 1982, San Diego Gas and 
Electric Company (SDG&E) filed an 
application with the Economic 
Regulatory Administration (ERA) of the 


Department of Energy (DOE) for a 
Presidential Permit pursuant to 
Executive Order No. 10485, as amended 
by Executive Order No. 12038. SDG&E 
requested authority to construct, 
connect, operate and maintain at the 
international border of the United States 
and Mexico two 230 kilovolt (KV) 
overhead transmission lines between its 
proposed Imperial Valley Substation 
and the U.S.—Mexican international 
border, where it will interconnect with 
similar lines owned and operated by the 
Commission Federal de Electricidad 
(CFE), originating at CFE’s planned La 
Rosita substation. Hereafter these 
proposed lines are referred to as the 
Imperial Valley—La Rosita transmission 
lines. 

The major portion of the Imperial 
Valey—La Rosita transmission lines will 
be constructed on land under the 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). BLM and DOE 
agreed that the environmental review 
process would be facilitated by BLM 
assumption of the lead in preparing 
environmental documentation required 
to satisfy the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). DOE has 
participated in preparation through 
review of the document. 

On October 14, 1983, BLM published 
the final EA which has been adopted by 
DOE and a Presidential Permit (PP-79) is 
expected to be issued shortly. 

The power from Mexican geothermal 
fields to be transmitted over the 
proposed line is an effort to diversify 
SDG&E fuel mix and thereby reduce its 
dependence on oil generation. 

The proposed transmission line will 
cover approximately five (5) miles from 
the Imperial Valley substation, located 
in southwestern Imperial County, 
through areas of undeveloped BLM 
desert land to the international border. 
CFE will construct the remaining portion 
of the line, approximately four (4) miles, 
to their substation at La Rosita, west of 
Mexicali. 

The proposed alignment for the 
transmission line lies entirely within a 
five (5) mile wide area designated in 
The California Desert Conservation 
Area Plan (USDI; BLM, 1980) as an 
appropriate utility corridor. The Plan 
provides BLM with planning guidance 
for the use of Federally owned lands. 

A study area was selected within the 
designated five mile wide corridor and 
two alternate routes were considered. 
The preliminary route generally 
paralleled the eastern edge of the study 
area, while the proposed route follows a 
path which arcs somewhat toward the 
western edge of the study area, see 
Figure 1. 





The proposed route is entirely on 
Federally owned land located in 
Townships 16% and 17 South, Ranges 12 
and 13 East, San Bernadino Meridian. 

The primary route was the first 
suggested by SDG&E, however, it was 
modified to the proposed route to 
provide an adequate buffer zone for 
agricultural and aerial application 
activities east of the study area. In 
addition the shift minimized the number 
of new access roads needed. 

Use of CFE’s transmission system was 
also considered and rejected because 
the present system would be unable to 
deliver the amount of power contracted 
for, present capacity and planned 
additions must be available to fill CFE 
customer needs, and a new line capable 
of carrying the power from the La Rosita 
to Tijuana for delivery would be 85 
miles long as opposed to the proposed 
line of 9 or 10 miles. 

The no action alternative was 
considered but rejected because it did 
not satisfy the purpose and need for the 
project. 

Steel lattice double circuit towers are 
proposed for use for most of the length 
of the line. Wooden H-frame structures 
were considered but rejected because 
two sets of structures with a wider right- 
of-way would be required to carry a 
double circuit by 1994, and the shorter 
span allowed by the wood poles would 
require 60 additional structures with an 
approximate 30 percent increase in 
ground disturbance. 

The environmental impacts of the line 
involve recreation, agriculture, mineral 
resources, cultural resources, vegetation, 
wildlife and visual resources. 

Impacts to recreation are not expected 
to be significant due to the fact the line 
does not displace much land and off 
road vehicle use and camping should 
not be adversely affected. 

The line was re-routed from the 
preliminary to the proposed route to 
provide an adequate buffer zone for 
agricultural activities. Thus, the line will 
have no significant impact on agriculture 
due to mitigation. 

The proposed route crosses two gravel 
extraction areas. Each will be affected 
by the placement of one tower, however, 
provision of adequate minimum line 
clearance will result in insignificant 
impacts to extraction operations. 

The cultural resources in the area are 
generally surface manifestations and, 
therefore, fragile. A Cultural Resources 
Management Plan (CRMP) will be 
prepared in consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer prior to 
implementation of data recovery 
activities. The CRMP will include 
identification and evaluation of 
resources and impacts, and 


recommendations for mitigation and 
protective measures during construction, 
operation and maintenance. Procedures 
of the CRMP will be completed prior to 
BLM issuance of a notice to proceed. 
Thus, significant impacts to cultural 
resources are not expected. 


Some vegetation will unavoidably be 
destroyed during construction. Sensitive 
areas will be marked for avoidance by a 
qualified biologist. Indirect impacts may 
result from the new roads providing 
easier public access to sensitive areas 
and increased off-road vehicle activity. 
This will be mitigated to the extent 
possible by minimizing the number of 
access roads needed for the line and 
erecting barriers at the beginning of 
certain access roads. Thus, no 
significant impacts to vegetation are 
expected... 


The majority of the study area is 
considered prime habitat for the flat- 
tailed horned lizard. This is a sensitive 
species (in California) and also under 
status review by the U.S..Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Office of Endangered 
Species. 


Mitigation measures have been 
suggested to minimize impacts to the 
lizard and other wildlife in the area. 
These include: non-pavement of access 
roads to limit mortality; closure of roads 
at completion of construction, if needed; 
and attempts to limit construction to 
those times of the year when the lizard 
is least active (October—February). 
Thus, impacts are not expected to-be 
significant. 


The visual impacts of the project are 
not expected to be significant. The 
presence of the line will create some 
visual impact; however, the area has 
been given a scenic quality rating of 
poor by BLM. 


Based on the findings of the EA, the 
DOE has determined that the proposed 
issuance of a Presidential Permit is not a 
major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human 
environment, as defined in Section 102 
of NEPA, and therefore, no 
environmental impact statement is 
required. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., on November 
22, 1983. 


William A. Vaughan, 


Assistant Secretary, Environmental 
Protection, Safety, and Emergency 
Preparedness. 


[FR Doc. 83-32536 Filed 12~6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 
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National Petroleum Council, 
Coordinating Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery; 
Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the 
Coordinating Subcommittee of the NPC 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery 
will meet in December 1983. The 
National Petroleum Council was 
established to provide advice, 
information, and recommendations to 
the Secretary of Energy on matters 
relating to oil and natural gas or the oil 
and natural gas industries. The 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery 
will investigate the technical and 
economic aspects of increasing the 
Nation's pertroleum production through 
enhanced oil recovery. Its analysis and 
findings will be based on information 
and data to be gathered by the various 
task groups. The time, location, and 
agenda of the Coordinating 
Subcommittee meeting follows: 

The Coordinating Subcommittee will 
hold its fourteenth meeting on Thursday, 
December 15, 1983, starting at 9:30 a.m., 
in Room 1603, Mobil Exploration and 
Producing Services, Inc., 7200 North 
Stemmons Freeway, Dallas, Texas. 

The tentative agenda for the 
Coordinating Subcommittee meeting 
follows: 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman 
and Government Cochairman. 

2. Discuss study assignments. 

3. Review task group study 
assignments. 

4. Discuss any other matters pertinent 
to the overhall assignment from the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting is open to the public. The 
Chairman of the Coordinating . 
Subcommittee is empowered to conduct 
the meeting in a fashion that will, in his 
judgement, facilitate the orderly conduct 
of business. Any member of the public 
who wishes to file a written statement 
with the Coordinating Subcommittee 
will be permitted to do so, either before 
or after the meeting. Members of the 
public who wish to make oral 
statements should inform Gerald J. 
Parker, Office of Oil, Gas and Shale 
Technology, Fossil Energy, 301/353- 
2918, prior to the meeting and 
reasonable provision will be made for 
their appearance on the agenda. 

Summary minutes of the meeting will 
be available for public review at the 
Freedom of Information Public Reading 
Room, Room 1E-190, DOE Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C., between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 
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Issued at Washington, D.C., on November 
25, 1983. 
Donald L. Bauer, 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Fossil Energy. 
{FR Doc. 83-32529 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


National Petroleum Council, Chemical 
Task Group of the Committee on 
Enhanced Oil Recovery; Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the 
Chemical Task Group of the Committee 
on Enhanced Oil Recovery will meet in 
December 1983. The National Petroleum 
Council was established to provide 
advice, information, and 
recommendations to the Secretary of 
Energy on matters relating to oil and 
natural gas or the oil and natural gas 
industries. The Committee on Enhanced 
Oil Recovery will investigate the 
technical and economic aspects of 
increasing the Nation's petroleum 
production through enhanced oil 
recovery. Its analysis and findings will 
be based on information and data to be 
gathered by the various task groups. The 
time, location, and agenda of the 
Chemical Task Group meeting follows: 

The Chemical Task Group will hold 
its sixteenth meeting on Monday and 
Tuesday, December 12, and 13, 1983, at 
8:30 a.m. each day, in Room 112, Phillips 
Petroleum Company, Research Forum, 
Bartlesville, Oklahoma. 

The tentative agenda for the Chemical 
Task Group Meeting follows: 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman 
and Government Cochairman. 

2. Review progress of Task Group 
study assignments. 

3. Discuss any other matters pertinent 
to the overall assignment from the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting is open to the public. The 
Chairman of the Chemical Task Group is 
empowered to conduct the meeting in a 
fashion that will, in his judgment, 
facilitate the orderly conduct of 
business. Any member of the public who 
wishes to file a written statement with 
the Chemical Task Group will be 
permitted to do so, either before or after 
the meeting. Members of the public who 
wish to make oral statements should 
inform G. J. Parker, Office of Oil, Gas 
and Shale Technology, Fossil Energy, 
301/353-3032, prior to the meeting and 
reasonable provision will be made for 
their appearance on the agenda. 

Summary minutes of the meeting will 
be available for public review at the 
Freedom of Information Public Reading 
Room, Room 1E-190, DOE Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C., between the 


hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday 

through Friday, except Federal holidays. 
Issued at Washington, D.C., on November 

25, 1983. 

Donald L. Bauer, 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Fossil Energy. 

(FR Doc. 83-32545 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


National Petroleum Council, Costs and 
Economics Task Group of the 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery; 
Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the Costs 
and Economics Task Group of the 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery 
will meet in December 1983. The 
National Petroleum Council was 
established to provide advice, 
information, and recommendations to 
the Secretary of Energy on matters 
relating to oil and natural gas or the oil 
and natural gas industries. The 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery 
will investigate the technical and 
economic aspects of increasing the 
Nation's petroleum production through 
enhanced oil recovery. Its analysis and 
findings will be based on information 
and data to be gathered by the various 
task groups. The time, location, and 
agenda of the Costs and Economics 
Task Group meeting follows: 

The Costs and Economics Task Group 
will hold its thirteenth meeting on 
Wednesday, December 14, 1983, starting 
at 9:00 a.m., in the Poinsettia Room of 
the Stouffer's Greenway Plaza Hotel, Six 
East Greenway Plaza, Houston, Texas. 

The tentative agenda for the Costs 
and Economics Task Group meeting 
follows: 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman 
and Government Cochairman. 

2. Review progress of Task Group 
study assignments. 

3. Discuss any other matters pertinent 
to the overall assignment from the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting is open to the public. The 
Chairman of the Costs and Economics 
Task Group is empowered to conduct 
the meeting in a fashion that will, in his 
judgment, facilitate the orderly conduct 
of business. Any member of the public 
who wishes to file a written statement 
with the Costs and Economics Task 
Group will be permitted to do so, either 
before or after the meeting. Members of 
the public who wish to make oral 
statements should inform G. J. Parker, 
Office of Oil, Gas, and Shale 
Technology, Fossil Energy, 301/353- 
3032, prior to the meeting and. 
reasonable provision will be made for 
their appearance on the agenda. 


54861 


Summary minutes of the meeting will 
be available for public review at the 
Freedom of Information Public Reading 
Room, Room 1E-190, DOE Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C., between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 

Issued at Washington, D.C., on November 
25, 1983. 

Donald L. Bauer, 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Fossil Energy. 

[FR Doc. 83-32544 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


National Petroleum Council, Miscible 


Council, 
Displacement Task Group of the 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery; 
Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the 
Miscible Displacement Task Group of 
the Committee on Enhanced Oil 
Recovery will meet in December 1983. 
The National Petroleum Council was 
established to provide advice, 
information, and recommendations to 
the Secretary of Energy on-matters 
relating to oil and natural gas or the oil 
and natural gas industries. The 
Committee on Enhanced Oil Recovery 
will investigate the technical and 
economic aspects of increasing the 
Nation's petroleum production through 
enhanced oil recovery. Its analysis and 
findings will be based on information 
and data to be gathered by the various 
task groups. The time, location, and 
agenda of the Miscible Displacement 
Task Group meeting follows: 

The Miscible Displacement Task 
Group will hold its twelfth meeting on 
Wednesday and Thursday, December 7 
and 8, 1983, starting at 9:00 a.m. each 
day, in Room 1603, Mobil Exploration 
and Production Services Inc., 7200 North 
Stemmons Freeway, Dallas, Texas. 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman 
and Government Cochairman. 

2. Review progress of Task Group 
study assignments. 

3. Discuss any other matters pertinent 
to the overall assignment from the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting is open to the public. The 
Chairman of the Miscible Displacement 
Task Group is empowered to conduct 
the meeting in a fashion that will, in his 
judgment, facilitate the orderly conduct 
of business. Any member of the public 
who wishes to file a written statement 
with the Miscible Displacement Task 
Group will be permitted to do so, either 
before or after the meeting. Members of 
the public who wish to make oral 
statements should inform G. J. Parker, 





Office of Oil, Gas and Shale 
Technology, Fossil Energy, 301/353- 
3032, prior to the meeting and 
reasonable provision will be made for 
their appearance on the agenda. 

S minutes of the meeting will 
be available for public review at the 
Freedom of Information Public Reading 
Room, Room 1E-190, DOE Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C., between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 

Issued at Washington, D.C. on November 
25, 1983. 

Donald L. Bauer, 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Fossil Energy. 

[FR Doc. 83-32542 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Nationai Petroleum Council, Thermal 
Task Group of the Committee on 
Enhanced Oil Recovery; Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the 
Thermal Task Group of the Committee 
on Enhanced Oil Recovery will meet in 
December 1983. The National Petroleum 
Council was established to provide 
advice, information, and 
recommendations to the Secretary of 
Energy on matters relating to oil and 
natural gas or the oil and natural gas 
industries. The Committee on Enhanced 
Oil Recovery will investigate the 
technical and economic aspects of 
increasing the Nation's petroleum 
production through enhanced oil 
recovery. Its analysis and findings will 
be based on information and data to be 
gathered by the various task groups. The 
time, location, and agenda of the 
Thermal Task Group meeting follows: 

The Thermal Task Group will hold its 
tenth meeting on Tuesday, December 6, 
1983, starting at 8:30 a.m., in the 
Auditorium of the U.S. Department of 
Energy/National Institute for Petroleum 
and Energy Research, Virginia and 
Cudahy, Bartlesville, Oklahoma. 

The tentative agenda for the Thermal 
Task Group meeting follows: 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman 
and Government Cochairman. 

2. Review progress of Task Group 
study assignments. 

3. Discuss any other matters pertinent 
to the overall assignment from the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting is open to the public. The 
Chairman of the Thermal Task Group is 
empowered to conduct the meeting in a 
fashion that will, in his judgment, 
facilitate the orderly conduct of 
business. Any member of the public who 
wishes to file a written statement with 
the Thermal Task Group will be 


permitted to do so, either before or after 
the meeting. Members of the public who 
wish to make oral statements should 
inform G. J. Parker, Office of Oil, Gas 
and Shale Technology, Fossil Energy, 
301/353-3032, prior to the meeting and 
reasonable provisions will be made for 
their appearance on the agenda. 
Summary minutes of the meeting will 
be available for public review at the 
Freedom of Information Public Reading 
Room, Room 1E-190, DOE Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C., between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 


Issued at Washington, D.C., on November 
25, 1983. 


Donald L. Bauer, 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Fossil Energy. 

{FR Doc. 83-32543 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Uranium Hexafiuoride; Separative 
Work Charges, and Base Charges for 
Natural Uranium 


The Department of Energy (DOE) 
hereby announces changes in the base 
charges for uranium in the form of 
uranimum hexafluoride (UF). 
Accordingly, the notice entitled, 
“Uranium Hexafluoride: Separative 
Work Charges, and Base Charges for 
Natural Uranium,” as published in the 
Federal Register on September 29, 1977 
(42 FR 51636), as amended most recently 
by notice published on October 18, 1982 
(47 FR 46368), is further amended by 
deleting paragraph 2 and inserting the 
following paragraph in lieu thereof: 

2. Base Charges for Natural Uranium. 

(a) The base charge for natural 
uranimum furnished on other than a 
short-notice, one-time basis, is $38.37 
per pound of contained U3Os in the form 
of concentrate and $105.95 per kg of 
contained uranium in the form of UF.. 

(b) The base charge for natural 
uranimum furnished on a short-notice, 
one-time basis, is $39.43 per pound of 
contained U3Os in the form of 
concentrate and $108.55 per kg of 
contained uranium in the form of UF.. 

Effective Date: This notice is effective 
December 7, 1983. 


Dated: November 22, 1983. 


Shelby T. Brewer, 

Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy. 
(FR Doc. 83-32548 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-™ 
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Alaska Power Administration 


Order Confirming, Approving, and 

increased Power Rates In 
Effect for the Snettisham Project on 
an Interim Basis 


AGENCY: Alaska Power Administration, 
Department of Energy. 


ACTION: Notice of power rate order. 


SUMMARY: On November 28, 1983, the 
Acting Assistant Secretary for 
Conservation and Renewable Energy 
confirmed and approved, on an interim 
basis, Rate Schedule SN-F-2 for 
wholesale firm power service from the 
Snettisham Project, Alaska, effective 
December 1, 1983. The rate is subject to 
confirmation and approval by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
on a final basis. 


DATE: The effective date for the power 
rates on an interim basis is December 1, 
1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Robert J. Cross, Administrator, Alaska 
Power Administration, P.O. Box 50, 
Juneau, Alaska 99802, (907) 586-7405 

Fred A. Sheap, Office of Power 
Marketing Coordination, Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue 
SW., Washington, DC 20585, (202) 
252-1127 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: By 
Delegation Order No. 0204-33, effective 
January 1, 1979 (43 FR 60636, December 
28, 1978), the Secretary of Energy 
delegated to the Assistant Secretary for 
Resource Applications the authority to 
confirm, approve, and place in effect 
power and transmission rates on an 
interim basis and delegated to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
the authority to confirm and approve 
such rates on a final basis. Due to a 
Department of Energy organizational 
realignment, Delegation Order No. 0204- 
33 was amended, effective March 19, 
1981 (46 FR 25426, May 7, 1981), to 
transfer the authority of the Assistant 
Secretary for Resource Applications to 
the Assistant Secretary for Conservation 
and Renewable Energy. 

The attached Rate Order No. APA-5 
approves a new Snettisham Project 
Power Rate Schedule SN-F-2 on an 
interim basis, effective December 1, 
1983, for a period of 12 months unless 
such period is extended or until the 
FERC confirms and approves it on a 
final basis. The order raises the rate 
from 15.6 mills per kWh to 25 mills per 
kWh. 

The rate to be placed in effect on an 
interim basis will be submitted promptly 
to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
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Commission for confirmation and 
approval on a final basis. 


Issued in Washington, DC, November 28, 
1983. 


Pat Collins, 


Acting Assistant Secretary, Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 


United States of America—Department of 
Energy Conservation and Renewable Energy 


In the Matter of Alaska Power 
Administration—Snettisham Project Power 
Rates; Rate Order No. APA-5. 


Order Confirming and Approving in Increase 
an Power Rates on an Interim Basis 


November 28, 1983. 


Pursuant to Section 302(a) of the 
Department of Energy Organization Act, Pub. 
L. 95-91, the functions of the Secretary of the 
Interior under Section 204 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1962, Pub. L. 87-874, 76 Stat. 
1173, 1193, for the Snettisham Project were 
transferred to and vested in the Secretary of 
Energy. By Delegation Order No. 0204-33, 
effective January 1, 1979 (43 FR 60636, 
December 28, 1978), the Secretary of Energy 
Delegated to the Assistant Secretary for 
Resource Applications the authority to 
develop power and transmission rates, acting 
by and through the Administrator, andto 
confirm, approve, and place in effect such 
rates on an interim basis and delegated to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission the 
authority to confirm and approve on a final 
basis or to disapprove rates developed by the 
Assistant Secretary under the delegation. Due 
to a Department of Energy organizational 
realignment, Delegation Order No 0204-33 
was amended, effective March 19, 1981 (46 FR 
25426, May 7, 1981), to transfer the authority 
of the Assistant Secretary for Resource 
Applications to the Assistant Secretary for 
Conservation and Renewable Energy. This 
rate order is issued pursuant to the delegation 
to the Assistant Secretary. 


Background 


Existing Rate 


The existing rate for the Snettisham Project 
was adopted by the Secretary of the Interior 
on December 1, 1973, through November 30, 
1978. This same rate was approved on a final 
basis by the Assistant Secretary for Resource 
Applications of the Department of Energy for 
a four-month period from December 1, 1978, 
through March 31, 1979. On March 9, 1979, RA 
Rate Order No. APA-1 extended the rate on 
an interim basis for 12 months. The rate was 
extended on an interim basis for an 
additional 12 months on March 20, 1980, by 
RA Rate Order No. APA-3. The rate was 
confirmed and approved on a final basis on 
December 2, 1980, by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission in Docket No. EF79- 
1021 for the period April 1, 1979, through 
November 30, 1983. 


Public Notice and Comment 


Notice of a meeting to present the rate 
proposal was printed in the Federal Register, 
Vol., 48, No. 160, on August 17, 1983, and in 
the local area newspaper on August 31, 1983. 
On August 30, 1983, the Chief, Power 
Division, was interviewed by a local 


television station and discussed the agenda 
for the public meeting the rate proposal. On 
September 7, 1983, a public meeting and was 
held in Room 117 of the Juneau Federal 
Building. 

The Administrator and Chief, Power 
Division, explained the legislative authority 
and background information about the 
project's construction and APA policies for 
power sales and wholesale power rates. 

Bar Charts were used to illustrate the 
project’s energy supply, Juneau area power 
requirements, and project sales figures. 
Project rate and repayment requirements 
were explained. A question and answer 
session concluded the meeting. 

The Alaska Electric Light and Power 
Company proposed the use of seasonal rates. 
No other substantial issues were rai 
There were no objections to the amount of 
the rate increase. 


Discussion 
Project Repayment 


The Snettisham Project was authorized by 
Section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1962, 
Pub. L. 87-874, 76 Stat. 1173, 1193, in 
accordance with the Army-Interior 
Agreement of March 14, 1962. The project 
was constructed by the Corps of Engineers. 
Upon completion of construction, it was 
transferred to the Alaska Power 
Administration for operation and 
maintenance. Initial project construction was 
completed December 1, 1973. However, 
because of serious transmission problems, 
full commercial production of power did not 
start until October 30, 1975. Construction of 
the Long Lake phase of the Snettisham 
Project ws completed in 1978. 

Subsection 201(a) of the Water Resource 
Development Act of 1976, Pub. L. 94-587, 
provides that the costs of replacing and 
relocating the original Salisbury Ridge 
section of the 138-kilovolt transmission line 
shall be nonreimbursable. Subsection 201(b) 
of the Act further modifies the repayment 
provisions for the project by providing that 
the repayment period shall be sixty years, 
that the annual repayment for the first ten 
years shall rise from 0.1 per centum of the 
total principal amount to be repaid the first 
year to 1.0 per centum the tenth year, and 
that the subsequent annual repayments for 
the remaining fifty years shall be one-fiftieth 
of the remaining balance, including interest 
over the sixty-year period. 

The report of the Senate Committee on 
Public Works contains the following 
explanation of the purpose of Subsection 
201(b): 

“The purpose of this subsection is to 
provide temporary relief to Juneau power 
users by altering the repayment schedule and 
amounts. Lower payments during the first ten 
years of the proposed sixty-year repayment 
period would be made possible by deferring 
the interest for this period. 

The total obligation (capital costs, plus 
interest) will still be met, as the interest 
deferred during the first ten years will be 
covered in the next fifty years. 

This temporary relief is necessary in view 
of the additional standby generating facilities 
which local interest had to install because of 
the numerous power outages experienced 


since 1972.” S. Report No. 94-1255, 94th 
Cong., 2d Sess. 124 (1976). 

The Juneau area has had a very active 
economy in recent years, generally related to 
job increases in the Government, services 
and industries sectors, a large volume of new 
residential and commercial building 
construction, and construction of new public 
facilites—buildings, sewage facilities, roads, 
etc. This activity has been accompanied by 
increases in area population and electric 
power requirements. 

Snettisham has the capability of furnishing 
200,000,000 kWh of average energy from the 
Long Lake phase of the project. The 
Snettisham units have a nameplate capacity 
of 47,160 kW for the existing Long Lake stage. 
The units are also capable of 15 percent 
continuous overload. The Juneau area has a 
high load factor and it is expected the area 
generation capacity will not be required for 
several more years. Alaska Electric Light & 
Power has a capability of generating 48 
million kWh per year by 1984 from existing 
small hydroelectric plants and an additional 
amount will be required from diesel-electric 
generators. 

As required by DOE Order RA 6120.2, two 
repayment studies were made: a Current 
Repayment Study showing a continuation of 
the existing rate of 15.6 mills per kWh for the 
remainder of the repayment period and a 
Revised Repayment Study using a rate of 25 
mills per kWh for the remainder of the 
repayment period after December 1, 1983. 

The Current Repayment Study shows that 
the existing 15.6 mills per kWh rate for 
energy will not provide sufficient revenues to 
achieve payout in the required 60-year 
repayment period. 

The increases in population and electric 
power requirements demonstrate that the 
economy can better support a rate increase 
and needs the full output of the plant's 
capabilities at this time. The Revised Power 
Repayment Study demonstrates an increase 
of annual revenue of $1,804,000 in 1985 by 
increasing the annual revenues of $3,001,200 
to $4,806,000 or 60 percent. This will be 
sufficient to recover costs as required by the 
authorizing legislation and the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1976. The 
costs include operation and maintenance, 
wheeling, interest, required amortization of 
the project, and amortization of the interest 
which was deferred for the first nine years of 
the project. 

The following tabulation lists the historical 
and estimated revenues from the sales of 
energy. FY 78 through FY 82 are the historical 
sales. Revenues prior to October 31, 1975, 
were “revenues during construction,” and 
reduced the unpaid Federal investment as of 
that date. Revenues for FY 83 through 
November 31, 1983, are based on 15.6 mills 
per kWh. Beginning December 1, 1983, 
throughout the rest of the study, the 
estimated revenues are based on 25 mills per 


$1,187,221 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Notices 


The Alaska Electric Light and Power 
Company (AEL&P) at the public hearing on 
September 7, 1983, suggested that the use of 
seasonal rates, with rate higher in winter and 
lower in summer, be considered for 
Snettisham power. On October 7, the 
company submitted a detailed analysis and a 
specific seasonal rate proposal. 

The Alaska Power Administration 
concluded that additional study would be 
required before it could implement such a 
seasonal rate and that in the meantime the 
cost of supplemental diesel power during the 
winter season added to the consumers’ bills 
should provide an ample incentive to 
conserve electricity. 


Additional Issues Considered 


In confirming and approving the previous 
rate for the Snettisham Project on December 
2, 1980, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) raised several issues 
which were to be addressed in the next rate 
adjustment proposal. 

First, the FERC objected to the practice of 
“borrowing” capital from funds repaid to the 
Treasury. The Alaska Power Administration 
agreed that this is not an appropriate practice 
and has eliminated it from the repayment 
studies. 

Second, the FERC interpreted Section 
201(b) of the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1976, Pub. L. 94-587, as requiring 
straight-line amortization of the capital 
invested in the project. The Alaska Power 
Administration called to the attention of the 
FERC staff the language of Section 201(b) 
which reads: 

“Subsequent annual payments for the 
remaining 50 years of the 60-year repayment 
period shall be one-fiftieth of the balance 
remaining after the tenth annual repayment 
(including interests over such 60-year 
period).” 

The FERC staff agreed that the inclusion of 
interest in the equal annual repayment 
requirement mandated that the compound 
interest method be used in the repayment 
studies. 

Third, the FERC also raised a concern over 
the proper interest rate to use for future 
replacements. In the repayment studies used’ 
. in the preparation of this proposed rate, 
interest for future replacements was 
computed using the current interest rate of 
nine percent, in accordance with DOE Order 
RA 6120.2. 


Effective Date 


Although normally rate adjustment are 
placed into effect not sooner than 30 days 
following the date of the order, in this case 


the rate is being put into effect on December 


' 1, 1983, in accordance with the original 


schedule, to avoid financial difficulties. The 
principal customer for Snettisham power, the 
Alaska Electric Light and Power Company, 
which buys more than 80 percent of 
Snettisham power, has already received 
approval for a retail rate adjustment from the 
Alaska Public Utilities Commission in 
anticipation that the rate adjustment will 
take effect on December 1, 1983. These 
circumstances, and the apparent lack of 
opposition to the rate adjustment, make it 
reasonable to proceed on the original 
schedule. 


Environmental Impact 


The public hearings and other public 
outreach efforts raised no objections or 
controversial issues. Clearly, therefore, no 
significant impacts on the human 
environment within the meaning of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(Pub. L. 91-190, as amended by Pub. L 94-83) 
and implementing regulations would be 
caused by implementing the rate proposal. 


Availability of Information. 


Information regarding this rate adjustment, 
including studies comments, transcripts, and 
other supporting material, is available for 
public review in the offices of the Alaska 
Power Administration, Room 825, Federal 
Building, 709 West Ninth Street, Juneau, 
Alaska 99802, and in the Office of the 
Director, Office of Power Marketing 
Coordination, Forrestal Building, Room 6B- 
104, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585. 


Submission to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

The rate herein confirmed, approved, and 
placed in effect on an interim basis, together 
with supporting documents, will be submitted 
promptly to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission for confirmation and approval 
on a final basis. 


Order 

In view of the foregoing and pursuant to 
the authority delegated to me by the 
Secretary of Energy, I hereby confirm and 
approve on an interim basis, effective 
December 1, 1983, Rate Schedule SN-F-2. 
This rate shall remain in effect for a period of 
12 months unless extended or superseded or 
until the FERC confirms and approves it or a 
substituted rate on a final basis. 

Issued in Washington, DC, this 28th day of 
November, 1983 
Pat Collins, 
Acting Assistant Secretary, Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY— 
ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Snettisham Project, Alaska 


Schedule of Rates for Wholesale Firm 
Power Service 


Effective: December 1, 1983. 
Available: In the area served by the 
Snettisham Project, Alaska. 


Applicable: To wholesale power 
customers for general power service. 

Character of Service: Alternating 
current, sixty hertz, three-phase. 

Monthy Rate: 

Capacity Charge: None. 

Energy Charge: All energy at 25.0 mills 
per kilowatthour. 

Minimum Annual Capacity charge: 
None. 

Minimum Annual Energy Charge: As 
provided for under appropriate contract 
terms. 

[FR Doc. 83-32527 Filed 12-86-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Bonneville Power Administration 


Proposed Power System Changes To 
Impiement the Water Budget; Finding 


of No Significant impact 


AGENCY: Bonneville Power 
Administration (BPA), DOE. 


ACTION: Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSIJ) on BPA’s proposal to 
participate in implementation of the 
Water Budget measure of the Columbia 
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. 


SUMMARY: The Columbia River Basin 
Fish and Wildlife Program was adopted 
in November 1982 by the Pacific 
Northwest Electric Power and 
Conservation Planning Council. The 
Water Budget measure of the Program is 
intended to meet the underlying need of 
improving the survival of juvenile 
salmon and steelhead migrating through 
reservoirs on the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of 
each year. BPA has prepared, circulated 
for review, and considered an 
Environmental Assessment (DOE/EA- 
0214) on its proposal to join with the 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) in the 
decision to implement the Water Budget 
as a firm power planning constraint on 
the coordinated Federal Columbia River 
Power System (EA, page 3). The Corps 
and the Bureau are in the process of 
preparing appropriate environmental 
documentation regarding their 
participation in implementing the Water 
Budget. 

Reasons why power system changes 
are not significant: 

(1) Implementation of the Water 
Budget creates a firm power planning 
constraint. The only clearly identifiable 
impact of the proposal results if 
additional generating resources would 
have to be acquired to replace 
generation previously obtained from 
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flows which are now dedicated to fish. 
However, the region’s current energy 
surplus allows for derating the system 
without requiring the acquisition of 
additional resources (EA, page-41). 
NEPA analysis on any future acquisition 
of additional resources will take place 
at the time the acquisition is proposed. 

(2) Because BPA’s action is a power 
planning function, BPA's treatment of 
the Water Budget as a firm power 
planning constraint results in no air, 
land, or water quality impacts at 
hydrogenerating projects within the 
region. Generating projects which are 
not on the mainstem Columbia River but 
are part of the Coordinated System will 
participate through coordinated system 
planning only to the degree that 
individual project constraints will allow 
(EA, page 30). 

(3) The impact to power marketing is a 
reduction in firm energy availability of 
510 MW, and increased and reshaped 
secondary energy production. BPA will 
compensate for any lost revehue by 
increasing rates (EA, page 43). The 
effects of rate increases. attributable to 
the Water Budget are primarily 
socioeconomic in nature; there are no 
definitive physical effects (EA, pages vii, 
44, and 49). 

Notification of intent to prepare this 
EA was published in the Federal 
Register on February 17, 1983, and was 
mailed to Federal, State, and local 
agencies and to affected and/or 
interested members of the public on 
February 24, 1983. The EA, with.a notice 
of preliminary FONSI (EA, page 49) was 
distributed for review on May 20, 1983. 
The comment period for the EA and 
preliminary FONSI ended on June 24, 
1983. Copies.of this finding will be 
distributed, along with responses to 
comments received, and errata to the 
EA, to those persons who received the 
EA. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Copies are also available upon request 
from the Environmental! Manager, 
Bonneville Power Administration, P.O. 
Box 3621-SJ, Portland, Oregon 97208; 
telephone (503) 230-5136. 

Based on the information outlined 
above, the Department of Energy finds 
that the proposed action is not a major 
Federal action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment, 
within the meaning of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq. Therefore, an 
environmental impact statement will not 
be prepared. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., November 15, 
983. , 


William A. Vaughan, 


Assistant Secretary, Environmental 
Protection, Safety, and Emergency 
Preparedness. 


[FR Doc. 83-32538 Filed 12-6-63; &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Economic Regulatory Adminisiration 


Bigheart Pipe Line Corp.; Proposed 
Consent Order 


AGENCY: Economic Regulatory 
Administration, DOE. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed consent 


order and opportunity for comment. 


SUMMARY: The Economic Regulatory 
Administration (ERA) of the Department 
of Energy (DOE) announces a proposed 
Consent Order with Bigheart Pipe Line 
Corporation and its affiliate, Bow Pipe 
Line Corporation and its affiliate, Bow 
Pipe Line Company and provides an 
opportunity for public comment on the 
terms and conditions of the proposed 
Consent Order. 


DATE: Comments by: January 6, 1984. 


ADDRESS: Send comments to: John W. 
Sturges, Director, Tulsa Office, 
Economic Regulatory Administration, 
440 S. Houston, Room 306, Tulsa, OK 
74127. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John W. Sturges, Director, Tulsa Office, 
Economic Regulatory Administration, 
440.South Houston, Room 306, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma 74127, (918) 581-7781. 


Copies of the Consent Order may be 
obtained free of charge by writing or 
calling this office. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
November 9, 1983, the ERA executed a 
proposed Consent Order with Bigheart 
Pipe Line-‘Corporation and its affiliate, 
Bow Pipe Line Company, of Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. Under 10 CFR 205.199}fb), a 
proposed Consent Order which involves 
the sum of $500,000 or more, excluding 
interest and penalties, becomes effective 
no sooner than thirty days after 
publication of a notice in the Federal 
Register requesting comments 
concerning the proposed Consent Order. 
Although the ERA has signed and 
tentatively accepted the proposed 
Consent Order, the ERA may, after 
consideration of the comments it 
receives, withdraw its acceptance and, 
if appropriate, attempt to negotiate a 
modification of the Consent Order or 
issue the Consent-Order as signed. 


I. The Consent Order 


Bigheart Pipe Line Corporation, with 
its home office located in Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, is a firm engaged in the 
resale of crude oil, and was subject to 
the Mandatory Petroleum Price and 
Allocation Regulations at 6 CFR, Parts 
130 and 150, 10‘CFR Parts 210, 211, 212 
during the period covered by this 
Consent Order. To resolve certain 
potential civil liability arising out of the 
Mandatory Petroleum Price and 
Allocation Regulations and related 
regulations, 6 CFR, Parts 130 and 150, 10 
CFR Parts 205, 210, 211, 212, in 
connection with Bigheart’s transactions 
involving crude oil during the period 
November 1973 through January 27, 1981 
(‘the period covered by this Consent 
Order”), the ERA and Bigheart entered 
into a Consent Order, the significant 
terms of which are as foilows: 

A. During the period November 1973 
thorugh January 27, 1981, Bigheart 
engaged in the resale of crude oil. 

B. DOE has alleged that during the 
period covered by the Consent Order, 
Bigheart improperly priced crude oil in 
violation of 6 CFR Part 150 and 10 CFR 
Part 212, Subpart F. 

C. The execution of this Consent 
Order constitutes neither an admission 
by Bigheart Pipe Line Corporation nor a 
finding by DOE. of any violation by 
Bigheart Pipe Line Corporation of any 
statute or regulation administered by 
DOE. 


Il. Refunds 


Under this Consent Order, Bigheart 
Pipe Line Corporation and its affiliate, 
Bow Pipe Line Company, will pay the 
sum of $5,750,000 to DOE for ultimate 
disposition in no more than thirteen 
semiannual installments plus 
installment interest commencing ten 
business days after the Consent Order 
has become effective. Upon full 
satisfaction of the terms and conditions 
of this Consent Order by Bigheart Pipe 
Line Corporation and its affiliate, Bow 
Pipe Line Company, the DOE releases 
Bigheart Pipe Line Corporation and Bow 
Pipe Line Company from any civil 
claims that the DOE may have arising 
out of the specified transactions during 
the period covered by this Consent 
Order. 


Ill. Submission of Written Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written comments concerning the 
terms and conditions of this Consent 
Order to the address given above. 
Comments should be identified on the 
outside of the envelope and on the 
documents submitted with the 
designation, “Comments on Bigheart 





Consent Order.” The ERA will consider 

all comments it receives by 4:30 p.m., 

local time, on January 6, 1984. Any 

information or data considered 

confidential by the person submitting it 

must be identified as such in accordance 

with the procedures in 10 CFR 205.9(f). 
Issued in Tulsa, Oklahoma on the 9th day 

of November, 1983. 

John W. Sturges, 

Director, Tulsa Office, Economic Regulatory 

Administration. 

(FR Doc. 83-32532 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Petraco Valley Oil and Refining Co.; 
Proposed Consent Order 


AGENCY: Economic Regulatory 
Administration, DOE. 


ACTION: Notice of Proposed Consent 
Order and Opportunity for Comment. 


sSumMARY: The Economic Regulatory 
Administration (ERA) of the Department 
of Energy (DOE) announcés a proposed 
Consent Order with Petraco Valley Oil 
and Refining Company and provides an 
opportunity for public comment on the 
terms and conditions of the proposed 
Consent Order. 


DATE: Comments by: January 6, 1984. 


ADDRESS: Send comments to: Milton C. 
Lorenz, Special Counsel, Economic 
Regulatory Administration, Room 5B- 
168, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20585. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James N. Solit, Office of Special 
Counsel, Economic Regulatory 
Administration, Room 5B-151, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 252-6500. 
Copies of the Consent Order may be 
obtained free of charge by writing or 
calling this office. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
October 25, 1983 the ERA executed a 
proposed Consent Order with Petraco 
Valley Oil and Refining Company, of 
Houston, Texas. Under 10 CFR 
205.199](b), a proposed Consent Order 
which involves the sum of $500,000 or 
more, excluding interest and penalties, 
becomes effective no sooner than thirty 
days after publication of a notice in the 
Federal Register requesting comments 
concerning the proposed Consent Order. 
Although the ERA has signed and 
tentatively accepted the proposed 
Consent Order, the ERA may, after 
consideration of the comments it 
receives, withdraw its acceptance and, 
if appropriate, attempt to negotiate a 
modification of the Consent Order or 
issue the Consent Order as signed. 


I. The Consent Order 


Petraco Valley Oil and Refining 
Company, with its home office located 
in Houston, Texas, is a firm engaged in 
(1) the processing of crude oil feedstock 
and manufactured refined petroleum 
products and (2) the crude oil reselling 
business and was subject to the 
Mandatory Petroleum Price and 
Allocation Regulations at 10 CFR Parts 
210, and 211, and 212 during the period 
covered by this Consent Order. To 
resolve certain potential civil liability 
arising out of the Mandatory Petroleum 
Allocation and Price Regulations and 
related regulations, 10 CFR Parts 205, 
210, 211, and 212, in connection with 
Petraco Valley Oil and Refining 
Company’s transactions involving crude 
oil during the period July 1, 1979 through 
January 27, 1981 (“the period covered by 
this Consent Order”), the ERA and 
Petraco Valley Oil and Refining 
Company entered into a Consent Order. 
DOE has alleged that during the period 
covered by this Consent Order, Petraco 
Valley Oil and Refining Company filed 
incorrectly reports required by DOE’s 
regulations, for determining the correct 
number of lower and upper tier barrels 
of crude oil receipts. The Consent Order 
also resolves potential civil liability 
arising out of crude oil resales by 
Petraco (USA), Inc., for failure to comply 
with the crude oil reselling pricing 
regulations. 

The execution of this Consent Order 
constitutes neither an admission by 
Petraco Valley Oil and Refining 
Company nor a finding by DOE of any 
violation by the company of any statute 
or regulation. 

The provisions of 10 CFR 205.199], 
including those regarding the 
publication of this Notice, are applicable 
to the Consent Order. 


II. Refunds 


Under the terms of this Consent 
Order, Petraco Valley Oil and Refining 
Company will remit to DOE a total of 
$700,000 including interest, in 14 monthly 
installments of $50,000 each. The first 
payment is due on or before the first day 
of January, 1984. The last monthly 
payment is due on or before February 1, 
1985. The remittances shall be by 
electronic funds transfer in the proper 
amounts made payable to the United 
States Department of Energy. 
Compliance by Petraco Valley Oil and 
Refining Company with the terms and 
conditions of this Consent Order will be 
deemed to constitute full civil 
compliance by Petraco Valley Oil and 
Refining Company with all statutes and 
regulations administered by DOE during 
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the period covered by this Consent 
Order. 


III. Submission of Written Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written comments concerning the 
terms and conditions of this Consent 
Order to the address given above. 
Comments should be identified on the 
outside of the envelope and on the 
documents submitted with designation, 
“Comments on Petraco Valley Oil and 
Refining Company.” The ERA will 
consider all comments it receives by 
4:30 p.m., local time, on January 6, 1984. 
Any information or data considered 
confidential by the person submitting it 
must be identified as such in accordance 
with the procedures in 10 CFR 205.9(f). 

Issued in Washington, D.C. on the 17th day 
of November 1983. 

Milton C. Lorenz, 

Special Counsel, Economic Regulatory 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 83-32531 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


[Docket No. ERA-FC-83-023; FC Case No. 
50782-9093-01, 02-11] 


Order Granting to Detroit Edison 
Company an Exemption From the . 
Prohibitions of the Powerplant and 
industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 


AGENCY: Economic Regulatory 
Administration, Department of Energy. 


ACTION: Order granting to Detroit Edison 
Company an exemption from the 
prohibitions of the Powerplant and 
Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978. 


SUMMARY: The Economic Regulatory 
Administration (ERA) of the Department 
of Energy (DOE) hereby gives notice 
that it has granted a temporary public 
interest exemption from the prohibitions 
of Title II of the Powerplant and 
Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 (42 
U.S.C. 8301 et seg.) (FUA or “the Act’) 
to the Detroit Edison Company (Detroit 
Edison). The temporary exemption 
permits the use of petroleum as the 
primary energy source in two oil-fired 
auxiliary boilers to be used from 
October 1983 to December 1984 to 
provide start-up functions and testing 
during the construction of a coal-fired 
electric powerplant at Detroit Edison’s 
Belle River Power Plant, near St. Clair, 
Michigan. The final exemption order 
and detailed information on the 
proceeding is provided in the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section 
below. 

DATES: The order shall take effect on 
December 5, 1983 (section 702(a), FUA). 
The temporary exemption granted in the 
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order shall extend from October 1983 
through December 1984. 

The public file containing a copy of 
the order, other documents and 
supporting materials on this proceeding 
is available for inspection upon request 
at: Department of Energy Freedom of 
Information Reading Room, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., Room 1E- 
190, Washington, D.C. 20585, Monday 
through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., 
except Federal holidays. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Ellen Russell, Office of Fuels Programs, 
Economic Regulatory Administration, 
Forrestal Building, Room GA-033, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, Phone (202) 
252-1316 

Marya Rowan, Office of General 
Counsel, Department of Energy, 
Forrestal Building, Room 6B-235, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW.., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, Phone (202) 
252-2967. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 

September 19, 1983, Detroit Edison 

petitioned ERA under section 211(c) of 

FUA and 10 CFR § 503.25 for a 

temporary public interest exemption to 

permit the use of petroleum as the 

primary energy source in two 175 MM/ 

Btu/hr. oil-fired auxiliary boilers to be 

used to provide steam for the testing 

and start-up functions during the 
construction of the main coal-fired units 
at the Belle River Power Plant. The 
temporary exemption which ERA has 
granted extends from October 1983 to 

December 1984. Following the expiration 

thereof, a permanent exemption will not 

be required as the auxiliary boilers will 
perform support functions for the main 
powerplant which are not prohibited by 

FUA.}! 


Basis for Temporary Exemption Order 


The temporary exemption order is 
based upon evidence in the record 
including Detroit Edison's certification 
to ERA, in accordance with 10 CFR 
§ 503.25(c), that the use of oil in the two 
auxiliary boilers is required during the 
construction of the Belle River coal-fired 
electric powerplant (an alternate-fuel- 
fired facility), and that the units will be 
operated on oil as their primary energy 
source only during the construction 
period of such unit. 


1 See: Definition of primary energy source in 10 
CFR § 500.2. During the operation of the coal-fired 
powerplant, oil consumption of the auxiliary units 
when performing ignition, start-up, flame 
stabilization, testing and other control functions will 
not exceed twenty-five percent (25%) of the total 
annual Btu heat input of the auxiliary units and the 
electric powerplant. Such use will, therefore, not be 
prohibited by FUA. See also, Associated Electric 
Cooperative, et al., Interpretation 1980-42 (45 FR 
82572, December 15, 1980). 


Procedural Requirements 


In accordance with the procedural 
requirements of section 701(c) of FUA 
and 10 CFR § 501.3(b), ERA published its 
Notice of Acceptance of the Petition and 
Availability of Certification in the 
Federal Register on October 7, 1983 (48 
FR-45831), commencing a 45-day public 
comment period. 

A copy of the petition was provided to 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
for comments as required by section 
701(f) of the Act. During the comment 
period, interested persons were also 
afforded an opportunity to request a 
public hearing. The comment period 
closed on November 21, 1983; no 
comments were received and no hearing 
was requested. 


NEPA Compliance 


Under section 763 of FUA, the grant of 
a temporary exemption to a major fuel 
burning installation is not deemed to be 
a major Federal action for purposes of 
section 102(2)(C) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 


Order Granting Temporary Public 
Interest Exemption 


Based upon the entire record of this 
proceeding, ERA has determined that 
Detroit Edison has satisfied the 
eligibility requirements for the requested 
temporary exemption, as set forth in 10 
CFR § 503.25. Therefore, pursuant to 
section 211{c) of FUA, ERA hereby 
grants a temporary public interest 
exemption to Detroit Edison to permit 
the use of petroleum as the primary 
energy source for its two auxiliary 
boilers at the Belle River Power Plant, 
near St. Clair, Michigan, from October 
1983 through December 1984, in 
conjunction with the construction of an 
alternate fuel-fired powerplant at that 
site. 

Pursuant to section 702(c) of the Act 
and 10 CFR § 501.69, any person 
aggrieved by this order may petition for 
judicial review thereof at any time 
before the 60th day following the 
publication of this order in the Federal 
Register. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., on November 
22, 1983. 


Robert L. Davies, 


Director, Coal & Electricity Division, Office of 
Fuels Programs, Economic Regulatory 
Administration. 


[FR Doc. 83-32549 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Docket No. CP84-68-000] 
Bayou Interstate Pipeline Corp.; 
Application 


December 1, 1983. 


Take notice that on November 14, 
1983, Bayou Interstate Pipeline 
Corporation (Applicant), 3000 Fidelity 
Union Tower, Dallas, Texas 75201, filed 
in Docket No. CP84-68-000 an 
application pursuant to Section 7(c) of 
the Natural Gas Act for a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity 
authorizing the acquisition of facilities 
and services of West Lake Arthur 
Corporation (West Lake Arthur) which 
were authorized in Docket Nos. CP80- 
225-000, CP81-115-000 and CP82-525- 
000, with such succession to become 
effective upon acceptance of the 
certificate by Applicant, all as more 
fully set forth in the application which is 
on file with the Commission and open to 
public inspection. 

Applicant states that it has entered 
into a Purchase Agreement with West 
Lake Arthur dated November 1, 1983, 
whereby Applicant has indicated its 
intention to purchase substantially al! of 
the assets of West Lake Arthur by 
December 30, 1983. The assets proposed 
to be acquired from West Lake Arthur 
include West Lake Arthur’s 
transmission system, which consist of a 
natural gas pipeline of approximately 1.8 
miles of 8-inch outside diameter pipe in 
Jefferson Davis Parish, Louisiana; a 
natural gas pipeline approximately 3.3 
miles ot 12%-inch outside diameter pipe 
connected to Amoco’s platform located 
in the southeast corner of West 
Cameron Block 294 and extending to 
Tidal Transmission Company's (Tidal) 
pipeline in the vicinity of the northwest 
corner of West Cameron Block 294; all 
of West Lake Arthur’s metering, 
compression, dehydration, and treating 
facilities and rights of way; the gas 
purchase, sales, transportation, and 
other agreements identified in the 
Purchase Agreement, including any and 
all rights occuring thereunder. Applicant 
indicates that it has agreed to pay West 
Lake Arthur $3,000,000 for these assets 
at closing and has agreed to assume all 
the rights and obligations of West Lake 
Arthur under West Lake Arthur's 
existing certificates, including the 
obligation to continue to serve Cajun 
Natural Gas Company (Cajun),’ a local 


’ Applicant states that Cajun has entered into a 
purchase agreement with louisiana Industrial Gas 
Supply Corporation (LIGS) whereby LIGS agreed to 
purchase the assets of cajun by December 30, 1983. 





distribution company. Applicant states 
that it intends to obtain financing 
through equal contributions from its 
ultimate beneficial owners, Texas Oil & 
Gas Corporation and MidCon 
Corporation. It is indicated that there 
would be no construction of facilities as 
part of this acquisition. 

It is indicated that West Lake Arthur 
has filed a companion application in 
Docket No. CP84—73-000, seeking 
authorization for abandonment of its 
certificated facilities and services. 

Applicant states that the proposed 
corporate acquisition would not occur 
unless all necessary regulatory 
approvals are obtained by December 30, 
1983, with an absolute cut-off date for 
all approvals of February 29, 1984. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
make any protest with reference to said 
application should on or before 
December 19, 1983, file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20426, a motion to 
intervene or a protest in accordance 
with the requirements of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.214 or 385.211) 
and the Regulations under the Natural 
Gas Act (18 CFR 157.10). All protests 
filed with the Commission will be 
considered by it in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken but will 
not serve to make the protestants 
parties to the proceeding. Any person 
wishing to become a party to a 
proceeding or to participate as a party in 
any hearing therein must file a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the the 
Commission's Rules. 

Take further notice that, pursuant to 
the authority contained in and subject to 
jurisdiction conferred upon the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission by 
Sections 7 and 15 of the Natural Gas Act 
and the Commission's Rules of Practice 
and Procedure, a hearing will be held 
without further notice before the 
Commission or its designee on this 
application if no motion to intervene is 


~ _ filed within the time required herein, if 


the Commission on its own review of the 
matter finds that a grant of the 
certificate is required by the public 
convenience and necessity. If a motion 
for leave to intervene is timely filed, or if 
the Commission on its own motion 
believes that a formal hearing is 
required, further notice of such hearing 
will be duly given. 

Under the procedure herein provided 
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be 


unnecessary for Applicant to appear or 
be represented at the hearing. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-32518 Filed 12-6-83; 6:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket Nos. RP79-23-015 and RP79-24- 
009) 


Distrigas of Massachusetts Corp.; 
Filing 


December 1, 1983. 

Take notice that on November 25, 
1983, Distrigas of Massachusetts 
Corporation (DOMAC) tendered for 
filing revised tariff sheets and revised 
rates. 

The Commission issued Opinion No. 
178 and Opinion No. 178-A on June 23, 
1983 and August 22, 1983, respectively, 
in Docket Nos. RP79-23-000 and RP79- 
24-000. On September 6 and 9, 1983, 
DOMAC filed revised tariff sheets and 
revised rates effective July 5, 1979 
through August 1, 1981 (locked-in 
period). On September 19, 1983, Boston 
Gas Company (Boston Gas) filed a 
protest to the revised tariff sheets and 
on September 23, 1983, DOMAC and 
Distrigas filed an answer. On September 
30, 1983, DOMAC made an “Interim” 
refund based on the filed revised rates 
and on October 18, 1983, DOMAC filed a 
refund report reflecting the calculation 
of the “Interim” refund. 

On November 3, 1983, the Commission 
issued its “Order Rejecting Filing” in 
Docket Nos. RP79-23-000 and RP79-24- 
000. The Commission rejected the 
revised tariff filings made by DOMAC 
and Distrigas for non-compliance with 
Opinion Nos. 178 and 178-A and, 
pursuant to Ordering Paragraph (B): 

(B) DOMAC and Distrigas shall file, in 
accordance with the Commission's 
regulations, revised tariff sheets 
containing the just and reasonable rate 
design established by Opinion Nos. 178 
and 178~A, for the locked-in period as 
discussed in the body of this order, 
together with supporting data, within 30 
days of the issuance of this order. 
DOMAC and Distrigas file herewith 
copies of revised tariff sheets and 
revised rates in compliance with 
Ordering Paragraph (B): 

The following are revised tariff sheets 
to DOMAC’s FERC Gas Tariff, First 
Revised Volume No. 1: 

Second Substitute Fourth Revised Sheet 

No. 17 
Second Substitute Third Revised Sheet 

No. 18 
Substitute Thirteenth Revised Sheet No. 


3A 
Substitute Twelfth Revised Sheet No. 3A 
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Substitute Eleventh Revised Sheet No. 
3A 

Substitute Tenth Revised Sheet No. 3A 

Substitute Seventh Revised Sheet No. 
3A 

Second Substitute Sixth Revised Sheet 
No. 3A 


DOMAC states that the supporting data 
reflecting the calculation of the revised 
rates reflected on these tariff sheets is 
attached. 

DOMAC states that Schedule A 
reflects the calculation of the revised 
TS-1 rates reflected on Sheet Nos. 17 
and 18. Pursuant to the language of the 
Commission Order dated November 3, 
1983, “Refunds should be calculated and 
rates designed for the locked-in period 
(Docket No. RP79-23, et al. ) reflecting 
the rate design approved by Opinion 
Nos. 178 and 178-A and should yield 
revenues equal to those that would 
result from the initial certificate rates.” 
Schedule A reflects the design of rates 
pursuant to this language. In addition, 
the calculation of the rates which would 
result from Opinion Nos. 178 and 178-A 
if there were no refund floor is shown on 
Schedule A. The lower rates which 
would have resulted absent a refund 
floor are also noted on the revised tariff 
sheets. 

DGMAC further states that Schedule 
B reflects the supporting date for 
changes to DOMAC’s Sheet No. 3A 
showing the removal of demurrage cost 
from the Purchased LNG Cost 
Adjustment pursuant to Opinion Nos. 
178 and 178-A. 

The following are revised tariff sheets 
to Distrigas Corporation’s FERC Gas 
Tariff, First Revised Volume No. 1: 


Substitute Thirteenth Revised Sheet No. 


1 
Substitute Twelfth Revised Sheet No. 1 
Substitute Eleventh Revised Sheet No. 1 
Substitute Tenth Revised Sheet No. 1 
Substitute Seventh Revised Sheet No. 1 
Substitute Sixth Revised Sheet No. 1 


DOMAC states that Schedule C reflects 
the supporting data for changes to 
Distrigas’ Sheet No. 1 showing the 
removal of demurrage cost from the 
Purchased LNG Cost Adjustment 
pursuant to Opinion Nos. 178 and 178-A. 

A Petition for Review of Opinion Nos. 
178 and 178-A has been filed with the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
First Circuit. In the event the Court 
reaches a decision which requires 
modification of these tariff sheets or 
these rates, DOMAC will make an 
appropriate filing in compliance with the 
Court's order. 

Copies of the filing are being mailed to 
each of the DOMAC’s customers and 
interested state commissions. 
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Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a petition 
to intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street NE., Washington 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 
385.214). All such petitions or protests 
should be filed on or before December 9, 
1983. Protests will be considered by the 
Commission in determing the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a petition to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-32519 Filed 12-6-83, 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. CP84-67-000] 


Pelican Interstate Gas Corp.; 
Application 


December 1, 1983. 

Take notice that on November 14, 
1983, Pelican Interstate Gas Corporation 
(Applicant), 3000 Fidelity Union Tower, 
Dallas, Texas 75201, filed in Docket No. 
CP84-67-000 an application pursuant to 
Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act for a 
certificate of public convenience and 
necessity authorizing the acquisition of 
facilities and services of Tidal 
Transmission Company (Tidal) which 
were authorized in Docket No. CP68- 
323, all as more fully set forth in the 
application which is on file with the 
Commission and open to public 
inspection. 

Applicant states that the purpose of 
this application is to obtain the 
necessary authorization enabling 
Applicant to succeed to the rights and 
obligations of Tidal under a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity 
issued September 4, 1968, in Docket No. 
CP68-323, with such succession to 
become effective upon the acceptance of 
the requested certificate by Applicant. 

Applicant states that it has entered 
into a Purchase Agreement with Tidal 
dated November 1, 1983, whereby 
Applicant has agreed to purchase 
substantially all of the assets of Tidal by 
December 30, 1983. The assets proposed 
to be acquired from Tidal include 
approximately 85 miles of 16-inch O.D. 
and smaller pipeline (with appurtenant 
facilities and rights of ways) extending 
from a western terminus in the Gulf of 
Mexico, offshore Texas, in High Island 
Block 129 to an eastern terminus in the 


Gulf of Mexico, offshore Louisiana, in 
West Cameron Block 229 to an onshore 
terminus at Mobil’s Cameron Meadows 
processing plant in Cameron Parish, 
Louisiana; the gas purchase, sales, 
transportation, and other agreements 
identified in the Purchase Agreement, 
including any and all rights accruing 
thereunder. Applicant indicates that it 
has agreed to pay Tidal $19,000,000 for 
these assets at closing, and has agreed 
to assume all the rights and obligations 
of Tidal under Tidal’s existing 
certificate. Applicant states that it 
intends to obtain financing through 
equal contributions from its ultimate 
beneficial owners, Texas Oil & Gas 
Corporation and MidCon Corporation. 

It is indicated that Tidal has filed a 
companion application in Docket No. 
CP84-74-000, seeking authorization for 
abandonment of its certificated facilities 
and service. 

Applicant states that the proposed 
corporate acquisition will not occur 
unless all necessary regulatory 
approvals are obtained by December 30, 
1983, with an absolute cut-off date for 
all approvals of February 29, 1984. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
make any protest with reference to said 
application should on or before 
December 19, 1983, file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20426, a motion to 
intervene or a protest in accordance 
with the requirements of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.214 or 385.211) 
and the Regulations under the Natural 
Gas Act (18 CFR 157.10). All protests 
filed with the Commission will be 
considered by it in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken but will 
not serve to make the protestants 
parties to the proceeding. Any person 
wishing to become a party to a 
proceeding or to participate as a party in 
any hearing therein must file a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
Commission's Rules. 

Take further notice that, pursuant to 
the authority contained in and subject to 
jurisdiction conferred upon the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission by 
Sections 7 and 15 of the Natural Gas Act 
and the Commission's Rules of Practice 
and Procedure, a hearing will be held 
without further notice before the 
Commission or its designee on this 
application if no motion to intervene is 
filed within the time required herein, if 
the Commission on its own review of the 
matter finds that a grant of the 
certificate is required by the public 
convenience and necessity. If a motion 
for leave to intervene is timely filed, or if 
the Commission on its own motion 
believes that a formal hearing is 


required, further notice of such hearing 
will be duly given. 

Under the procedure herein provided 
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be 
unnecessary for Applicant to appear or 
be represented at the hearing. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-32520 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-44 


[Docket No. CP84-74-000] 


Tidal Transmission Co.; Application 
December 1, 1983. 


Take notice that on November 15, 
1983, Tidal Transmission Company 
(Applicant), 1200 Milam, Suite 3300, 
Houston, Texas 77002, filed in Docket 
No. CP84-74-000 an application 
pursuant to Section 7(b) of the Natural 
Gas Act (NGA) for permission and 
approval to abandon the facilities and 
service authorized in Docket CP68-323, 
all as more fully set forth in the 
application which is on file with the 
Commission and open to public 
inspection. 

Applicant proposes the subject 
abandonment so that Pelican Interstate 
Gas Corporation (Pelican) can succeed 
to Applicant’s authorizations, rights, and 
obligation (Pelican) can succeed to 
Applicant's authorizations, rights, and 
obligations. Applicant states that it has 
entered into a Purchase Agreement with 
Pelican dated November 1, 1983, in 
which Pelican would pay Applicant. 
upon closing, $19,000,000 for the 
acquisition of all of Applicant's 
transmission systems, which include 
approximately 85 miles of 16-inch O.D. 


~ and smaller pipeline extending from a 


western terminus in the Gulf of Mexico, 
offshore Texas, in High Island Block 129 
to an eastern terminus in the Gulf of 
Mexico, offshore Louisiana, in West 
Cameron Block 229 to an onshore 
terminus at Mobil’s Cameron Meadows 
processing plant in Cameron Parish, 
Louisiana; the metering, compression, 
dehydration, and treating facilities; 
rights of way; and the gas purchasp, 
sales, transportation, and other 
agreements identified in the Purchases 
Agreement, including any and all rights 
accruing thereunder. Applicant states 
that Pelican proposes to purchase 
substantially all of the assets of 
Applicant by December 30, 1983, with no 
extensions permitted past February 29, 
1984. It is indicated that a companion 
application to succeed to Applicant's 
interests has been filed by Pelican in 
Docket No. CP84-67-000. Applicant 
states that Pelican would assume all of 





the obligations, and perform all of the 
duties of Applicant under the existing 
certificate issued in Docket No. CP68- 
323, effective upon the date the 
successor certificates sought by Pelican 
in Docket No. CP84-67-000 and its 
affiliate, Bayou Interstate Pipeline 
Corporation (Bayou) in Docket No. 

CP84-68-000 are accepted. Applicant 
indicates that no construction would be 
involved in the acquisition. 

It is explained that Applicant had 
previously filed an application for 
abandonment authorization in Docket 
No. CP83-127-000 in conjuction with a 
successor application filed by United 
States Natural Gas Corporation (U.S. 
Natural) in Docket No. CP83-116-000. 
Applicant further explains that West 
Lake Arthur Corporation (West Lake 
Arthur) filed an abandonment 
application in Docket No. CP83-128-000 
in conjunction with a:successor 
application filed by U.S. Natural as 
noted above. U.S. Natural also filed in 
Docket No. CP84-37-000, an application 
under Section 7(c) of the NGA for a sale 
of natural gas to Golden Triangle Gas 
Distribution Company. Applicant states, 
that upon the date of acceptance of 
successor certificates applied for by 
Bayou and Pelican, all parties have 
agreed that the application in Docket 
No. CP83-127-000 would be deemed 
withdrawn on such date. 

Applicant states that the proposed 
corporate acquisitions would not occur 
until all necessary state and federal 
regulatory approvals have been 
obtained. It is indicated by Applicant 
that the contractual cut-off date for 
approvals is December 30, 1983, with no 
extensions permitted after February 29, 
1984. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
make any protest with reference to said 
application should on or before 
December 19, 1983, file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20426,-a motion to 
intervene or a protest in accordance 
with the requirements of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.214 or 385.211) 
and the Regulations under the Natural 
Gas Act (18 CFR 157.10). All protests 
filed with the Commission will be 
considered by it in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken but will 
not serve to make the protestants 
parties to the proceeding. Any person 
wishing to become a party to a 
‘proceeding or to participate as a party in 
any hearing therein must file a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
Commission's Rules. 

Take further notice that, pursuant to 
the authority contained in and subject to 
jurisdiction conferred upon the Federal 


Energy Regulatory Commisssion by 
Sections 7.and 15 of the NGA and the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, a hearing will be held 
without further notice before the 
Commission or its designee.on this 
application-if no motion to intervene is 
filed within the time required herein, if 
the Commission on its own review of the 
matter finds that permission and 
approval for the proposed abandonment 
are required by the public convenience 
and necessity. If a motion for leave to 
intervene is timely filed, or if the 
Commission on its‘own motion believes 
that hearing is required, further notice of 
such hearing will be duly given. 

Under the procedure herein provided 
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be 
unnecessary for Applicant te appear or 
be represented at the hearing. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 63-32521 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-0-M 


[Docket No. CP84-73-000] 


West Lake Arthur Corp.; Application 


December 1, 1983. 

Take notice that on November 15, 
1983, West Lake Arthur Corporation 
(Applicant), 1200 Milam, Suite 3300, 
Houston, Texas 77002, filed in Docket 
No. CP83-73-000 an application 
pursuant to Section 7(b) of the Natural 
Gas Act (NGA) for permission and 
approval to abandon the facilities and 
services authorized in Docket Nos. 
CP82-525-000, CP81-115-000, and CP80- 
225-000, all as more fully set forth in the 
application which is on file with the 
Commission and open to public 
inspection. 

Applicant proposes the subject 
abandonment so that Bayou Interstate 
Pipeline Corporation (Bayou) can 
succeed tu Applicant's authorizations, 
rights, and obligations thereunder in the 
above dockets. Applicant states that it 
has entered into a Purchase Agreement 
with Bayou, dated November 1, 1983, in 
which Bayou would pay Applicant, upon 
closing, $3,000,000 for the acquisition of 
all of Applicant's transmission facilities, 
whether in service or under 
construction, which include a natural 
gas pipeline of approximately 1.6 miles 
of 8” outside diameter pipe in Jefferson 
Davis Parish, Louisiana; a natural gas 
pipeline approximately 3.3 miles of 
12%” outside diameter pipe connected 
to Amoco's platform located in the 
southwest corner of West Cameron 
Block 294 and extending-to Tidal 
Transmission Company’s (Tidal) 
pipeline in the vicinity of the northwest 
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corner of West Cameron Block 294; 
metering, compression, dehydration, and 
treating facilities; rights of way; gas 
purchase, sales, transportation, and 
other agreements identified in the 
Purchase Agreement, including any and 
all rights accruing thereunder. Applicant 
states that Bayou proposes to purchase 
substantially all of the assets of 
Applicant by December 30, 1983, with no 
extensions permitted past February 29, 
1984. It is indicated that a companion 
application for authorization to succeed 
to Applicant's interests has been filed 
concurrently herewith by Bayou in 
Docket No. CP84-68-000. Applicant 
states that Bayou would assume all of 
the obligations and perform all of the 
duties of Applicant authorized by the 
existing certificates issued in Docket 
Nos. CP80-225-000, CP81-115-000, and 
CP82-525,000, effective upon the date 
the successor certificates sought by 
Bayou in Docket No. CP84-68-000 and 
its affiliate, Pelican Interstate Gas 
Corporation (Pelican) in Docket No. 
CP84-67-000 are accepted. Applicant 
indicates that no construction would be 
involved in the acquisition. 

It is explained that Applicant had 
previously filed an application for 
abandonment authorization in Docket 
No. CP83-128-000 in conjunction with a 
successor application filed by United 
States Natural Gas Corporation (U.S. 
Natural) in Docket No. CP83-116-000. 
Applicant further explains that Tidal 
filed an abandonment application in 
Docket No. CP83-127-000 in conjunction 
with a successsor application filed by 
U.S. Natural as noted above. U.S. 
Natural also filed in Docket No. CP84- 
37-000 an application under Section 7(c) 
of the NGA for authorization for a sale 
of natural gas to Golden Triangle Gas 
Distribution Company. Applicant states, 
that upon the date of acceptance of 
successor certificates applied for by 
Bayou and Pelican, all parties have 
agreed that the filings in Docket Nos. 
CP83-128-000, CP83-116-000, CP83- 
127,000 and CP84—37—-000 would be 
deemed withdrawn on such date. 

Applicant states that the proposed 
corporate acquisitions would not occur 
until all necessary state and federal 
regulatory approvals have been 
obtained. It is indicated by Applicant 
that the contractural cut-off date for 
approvals is December 30, 1983, with no 
extensions permitted after February 29, 
1984. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
make any protest with reference to said 
application should on or before 
December 19, 1983, file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20426, a motion to 
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intervene or a protest in accordance 
with the requirements of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice:and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.214 or 385.211) 
and the Regulations under the Natural 
Gas Act (18 CFR 157.10). All protests 
filed with the Commission will be 
considered by it in determining the 
apporpriate action to be taken but will 
not serve to make the protestants 
parties to the proceeding. Any person 
wishing to become a party to a 
proceeding or to participate as a party in 
any hearing therein must file a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
Commission's Rules. 

Take further notice that, pursuant to 
the authority contained in the subject.to 
the jurisdiction conferred upon the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
by Sections 7 and 15 of the NGA and the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, a hearing will be held 
without further notice before the 
Commission or its designee on this 
application if no motion to intervene is 
filed within the time required therein, if 
the Commission on its own review of the 
matter finds that permission and 
approval for the proposed abandonment 
are required by the public convenience 
and necessity. If a motion for leave to 
intervene is timely filed, or if the 
Commission on its own motion believes 
that a formal hearing is required, further 
notice of such hearing will be duly 
given. 

Under the procedure herein: provided 
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be 
unnecessary for Applicant to appear or 
be represented. at the hearing. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary: 

{FR Doc. 83-32522 Filed 12-86-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. QF84-27-000] 


Union Camp Corp.; Application for 
Commission Certification of Qualifying 
Status of a Congeneration Facility 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 83-30250 appearing.on 
page 51519 in the issue of Wednesday, 
November’9, 1983, the Docket No. 
should have read as set forth above. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


[Docket Nos. ER80-7 1-000, et al.) 


Central Illinois Public Service 
Company; Refund Report 


December 2, 1983. 

Take notice that. on November 14, 
1983, Central Illinois Public Service 
Company (“Central Illinois”) submitted 


for filing its Refund Report in 
compliance with a Commission Letter 
Order dated October 4, 1983. 

Central Illinois states that the refund 
amounts were calculated using the 
revenue requirement approved by the 
Commission in Opinion Nos. 142 and 
142-A, respectively, and class billing 
units based on customer ratcheted 
demands. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest this-filing should file comments 
with the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, 825 North Capitol’Street, 
NE., Washington,,D:C. 20426, on or 
before December 19;.1983. Comments 
will be considered by the Commission.in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the:-Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-32596 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. ER84-111-000] 


Delmarva Power & Light Company; 
Filing 


December 2, 1983. 

The filing Company submits the 
following: 

Take notice that on November 23, 
1983, Delmarva Power & Light Company 
(Delmarva) tendered for filing a revised 
Transmission Service Agreement 
between Conowingo Power Company 
and Delmarva. 

Delmarva states that.the-reason for 
the revised Agreement is to.compensate 
Delmarva for the increased costs of 
providing transmission service.to 
Conowingo. 

Delmarva requests an effective date of 
January 1, 1984, and therefore requests 
waiver of the Commission’s notice 
requirements. 

Copies of this filing was served.on 
Conowingo Power Company and its 
parent, Philadelphia Electric Company, 
the Delaware Public Service 
Commission.and the:Maryland. Public 
Service Commission. 

Any person desiring to. be heard:or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory, Commission, 825 
North Capitol. Street,,NE.,. Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance:with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules.of 
Practice and Procedure (18.CFR 385.211, 
385.214), All such-motions.or protests 
should be filed:on or before 
16, 1983. Protests will be considered by 
the Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 


not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 


for public inspection. 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-32597 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-™ 


[Docket No. ER 84-109-000] 


El Paso Electric Company; Filing 


December 2, 1983 


The filing Company submits. the 
following: 

Take notice that on November 22, 
1983, El Paso Electric Company (El Paso) 
tendered for filing, as an initial rate 
filing, and “Interchange Agreement 
between El Paso and the City of 
Farmington,” dated October 6, 1981, 
(Agreement). El Paso states that this 
Agreement provides a basis for the 
exchange of energy between parties on 
a returnable basis and on an economy 
basis. The Agreement also provides for 
emergency assistance. 

El Paso requests an effective date of 
November 1, 1983, and therefore 
requests waiver of the Commission's 
notice requirements. 

Copies of the filing have:been served 
upon the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, the: New Mexico:Public Service 
Commission, and the:City of 
Farmington. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest: with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules.211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 
385.214), All such. motions.or protests 
should be filed on or before December 
15, 1983. Protests will be considered by 
the Commission in.determining the 
appropriate actiom to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on_file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-32596 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 





[Docket No. ER84-18-000) 
Montana Power Company; Revised 
Filing 


December 2, 1983. : 

Take notice that on November 21, 
1983, Montana Power Company, 
(“Montana”) submitted for filing a 
revised Index of Purchasers, identified 
as Fifth Revised Sheets Nos. 9 and 10 
under FERC Electric Tariff, 2nd Revised 
Volume No. 1, which has been revised to 
show the addition of Plains Electric G & 
T Cooperative, Inc., and Pacific Power 
and Light Company. 

Montana requests that the Fifth 
Revised Sheets Nos. 9 and 10 be 
substituted for the Fifth Revised Seheets 
Nos. 9 and 10 which were submitted for 
filing on October 6, 1983. 

Montana further requests an effective 
date of March 1, 1983, and, therefore 
requests waiver of the Commission's 
notice requirements. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 
385.214). All such motions or protests 
should be filed on or before December 
22, 1983. Protests will be considered by 
the Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for-public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 83-32599 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-m 


[Docket Nos. RP80-135-031, ef a/.) 


National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation, 
et al.; Filing of Pipeline Refund Reports 
and Refund Plans 


December 2, 1983. 

Take notice that the pipelines listed in 
the Appendix hereto have submitted to 
the Commission for filing proposed 
refund reports or refund plans. The date 
of filing, docket number, and type of 
filing are also shown on the Appendix. 

Any person wishing to do so may 
submit comments in writing concerning 
the subject refund reports and plans. All 
such comments should be filed with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
825 North Capitol Street, NE., 
Washington, D.C. 20426, on or before 


December 14, 1983. Copies of the 
respective filings are on file with the 
Commission and available for public 
inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 


9/23/83 RP80-135- 


031. 
10/17/ RP73-43-012... 


63 
11/4/83 RP81-80-009.... 


11/4/83 RP82-132- 
002. 
11/14/ RP73-65-026... 


63 
11/14/ RP80-23-016... 
83 
CP82-397- 
003. 
RP82-85-003... 
Co. 
Arkansas Louisiana Gas RP80-91-006... 


RP80-135- 
035. 





Co. 
National Fuel Gas Supply 
Corp. 


[FR Doc. 83-32600 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. ER84-110-000] 


Pacific Power & Light Company; Filing 


December 2, 1983 

The filing Company submits the 
following: 

Take notice that on November 22, 
1983, Pacific Power & Light Company 
(PP&L) tendered for filing, Revised 
Appendix 1 for the State of Oregon. The 
revised Appendix 1 calculates an 
average system cost for the state of 
Oregon applicable to the exchange of 
power between Bonneville Power 
Administration (Bonneville) and Pacific. 

As a result of Bonneville’s review, the 
adjustments to the ASC areas follows: 


PP&L requests an effective date of 
April 27, 1983, and therefore requests 
waiver of the Commission's notice 
requirements. 

Copies of this filing have been served 
upon Bonneville, the Oregon Public 
Utility Commissioner and Bonneville’s 
Direct Service Industrial Customers. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
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Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 
385.214). All such motions or protests 
should be filed on or before December 
15, 1983. Protests will be considered by 
the Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 


- Kenneth F. Plumb, 
. Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-32601 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 


"BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


" [Docket No. ER81-141-000] 


Potomac Edison Company: Refund 


Report 


_ December 2, 1983. 


Take notice that on November 7, 1983, 
Potomac Edison Company (‘‘Potomac’’) 
submitted for filing its Refund Report 
pursuant to a Commission Letter Order 
dated September 29, 1983. 


Potomac states that the refunds went 
to the City of Hagerstown and the Town 
of Thurmont, Maryland. Potomac further 
states that refunds were paid to 
Hagerstown and Thurmont in October. 
However, no refund was paid to the 
Town of Williamsport because a debit 
was shown on its October, 1983, bill. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest this filing should file comments 
with the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street, 
NE., Washington, D.C. 20426, on or 
before December 19, 1983. Comments 
will be considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary 

[FR Doc. 83-32602 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


Office of Hearings and Appeals 


Applications for Exceptions; Cases 
Filed; Week of October 31 Through 
November 4, 1983 : 


During the Week of October 31 
through November 4, 1983, the appeals 
and applications for other relief listed in 
the Appendix to this Notice were filed 
with the Office of Hearings and Appeals 
of the Department of Energy. A 
submission inadvertently omitted for an 
earlier list has also been included. 
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comments shall be filed with the Office 
of Hearings and Appeals, Department of 
Energy, Washington, D.C. 20585. 

Dated: November 18, 1983. 


George B. Breznay, 
Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals. 


Under DOE procedural regulations, 10 
CFR Part 205, any person who will be 
aggrieved by the DOE action sought in 
these cases may file written comments 
on the application within ten days of 
service of notice, as prescribed in the 


procedural regulations. For purposes of 
the regulations, the date of service of 
notice is deemed to be the date of 
publication of this Notice or the date of 
receipt by an aggrieved person of actual 
notice, whichever occurs first. All such 


List OF CASES RECEIVED BY THE OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS 
[Week of Oct. 31 through Nov. 4, 1963] 


Name and location of applicant 


Economic Regulatory Administration/Transco Trading | HRZ-O976.............-c0cccnssonseee 
Co., Midland, Texas. 


interlocutory Order. if granted: The Proposed Remedial Order (Case No. HRO- 
0114) issued to Transco Trading Company and Refiners and Producers 
Marketing, inc. would be amended and Billy Ray Jones would be joined as a 
party to the proceeding. 

..| Appeal of an information Request Denial. f granted: Mr. Joseph Ricci would 
receive access to information regarding the location of potential sites 
proposed by applicants for the sponsorship of the New England Ethanol 
Products Plant. 

Appeal of an information Request Denial. granted: The Oct. 20, 1983 
Freedom of information Request Denial issued by the Bonneville Power 


fag. 6, 9008 


Oct. 31, 1983 Joseph Ricci, Washington, D.C .. 


..| United Energy Concepts, inc., Portland, Oregon .........0.ve-e0-| HF A-O194 .....-.eeccsesevsesneeenneesnee 


land. 


..| ¥. Shanmugadhasan Los Angeles, CA...........0:.0-vssessssresnse 


Crown Central Petroleum Corporation, Baltimore, Mary- 


Northeast Petroleum Industries, inc., Chelsea, MA 


..| Vessels Gas Processing Co., Washington, D.C ............u:s0-: Le 


HFA-0196 


Request Denial by the DOE would be rescinded and Y. 
would receive access to the DOE document “The Los Alamos Primer” (LA- 


1). 
PRED TF ossiseescsnsienereet Sian 


HOF-0483 


..| RB. W. Anderson, Choudrant, Louisiana] ............cstesceeeesees 


Nov. 4, 1983.. 





a ee ee 


Date 


Palo Pinto/New Jersey ... 
Palo Pinto/California.... 


.| James Davies, Albuquerque, New Mexico 


CRN oa crite ccna 


REFUND APPLICATIONS RECEIVED 
[Week of Oct. 31 to Nov. 4, 1983] 


Name of refund proceeding and name of refund applicant 


Sid Richardson/Ward’ $ Home 1 Aaplance C Co. 


Amoco/Victor J. Pelletieri... 


Amoco/Bousley’s Standard Service. 


interlocutory Order. if granted: Crown Central Petroleum 


would be 


| Pe EN sei digncnsnccaittbstiibssnsckensicgn Sbssinscnclilesnrsicethasaddigmnsobhs aaseiihoctinankdiontiisiccsosicesnll edapealasinatiatmnianaiaitonedaenpanctiiagsneegviniaiiaticneliige 


[FR Doc. 83-32451 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Applications for Exceptions; Cases 
Filed Week of November 4 Through 
November 11, 1983 


During the Week or November4_ 
through November 11, 1983, the appeals 
and applications for exception or other 
relief listed in the Appendix to this 


Notice were filed with the Office of 
Hearings and Appeals of the 
Department of Energy. 

Under DOE procedural regulations, 10 
CFR Part 205, any person who will be 
aggrieved by the DOE action sought in 
these cases may file written comments 
on the application within ten days of 
service of notice, as prescribed in the 
procedural regulations. For purposes of 
the regulations, the date of service of 


notice is deemed to be the late of 
publication of this Notice or the date of 
receipt by an aggrieved person of actual 
notice, whichever occurs first. All such 
comments shall be filed with the Office 
of Hearings and Appeals, Department of 
Energy, Washington, D.C. 20585. 


Dated: November 22, 1983. 
George B. Breznay, 
Office of Hearings and Appeals 
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List OF CASES RECEIVED BY THE OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS 
{Week of Nov. 4 through Nov. 11, 1983] 


Exception to the Reporting Requirements. if granted United Oil of Magic 
Valley, Inc. would not be required to file Form EiA-782B, “Monthly No. 2 
Distillate Sales Report.” 

..| Motions for Discovery and Evidentiary Hearing. tf Granted, Discovery would be 


Simei ve ran USA would receive a refund 
paid during the period from January 1977 through 


{FR Doc. 83-32540 Filled 12-86-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Western Area Power Administration 


Power Rate Adjustment; Colibran 
Project; Order Confirming, Approving, 
and Placing an Increased Power Rate 
in Effect on an Interim Basis 


AGENCY: Western Area Power 
Administration, DOE. 


ACTION: Notice of a Rate Order— 
Collbran Project. 


SUMMARY: Notice is given of Rate Order 


No. WAPA-20 of the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy placing increased 
power rates into effect with the 
December 1983 billing period, on an 
interim basis, for power marketed by the 
Western Area Power Administration 
(Western) from the Collbran Project. 


The wholesale firm rate of all project 
energy is 19.3 mills per kWh. This is an 
increase of about 10.8 mills over the 
previous energy rates based on a 
composite figure for firm and nonfirm 
energy. However, the previous rates had 
not been adjusted since 1963, the time of 
the last rate action. 

The rate order discusses the principal 
factors leading to the decisions made 
and responds to the comments, 
criticisms, and alternatives offered 
during the public rate adjustment 
proceedings. 


REFUND APPLICATIONS RECEIVED 
[Week of Nov. 4 to Nov. 11, 1983] 


Name of refund proceeding and name of refund applicant 


ADDRESSES: For further information 

contact. 

Mr. Albert M. Gabiola, Area Manager, 
Salt Lake City Area Office, Western 
Area Power Administration, P.O. Box 
11606, Salt Lake City, UT 84147 (801) 
524-5493 

Mr. Conrad Miller, Chief, Rates and 
Statistics Branch, Western Area - 
Power Administration, P.O. Box 3402, 
Golden, CO 80401 (303) 231-1535 

Mr. Fred Sheap, Office of Power 
Marketing Coordination, CE-90, 
Department of Energy, Room 6B103, 
Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20585 
(202) 252-1081. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: By 

Delegation Order No. 0204-33, effective 

Janaury 1, 1979 (43 FR 60636, December 

28, 1978), the Secretary of Energy 

delegated to the Assistant Secretary for 

Resource Applications the authority to 

develop power and transmission rates, 


acting by and through the Administrator, 


and to confirm, approve, and place in 
effect such rates on an interim basis, 
and to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) the authority to 
confirm and approve on a final basis or 
to disapprove rates developed by the 
Assistant Secretary under the 
delegation. Due to a Department of 
Energy organizational realignment, 
Delegation Order No. 0204-33 was 
amended, effective March 19, 1981 (46 
FR 25426, May 7, 1981), to transfer the 
authority of the Assistant Secretary for 
Resource Applications to the Assistant 


Secretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 


The rate adjustments on the Collbran 
Project have been conducted consistent 
with the procedural rules applicable to 
Western. 

Proceedings on the new rates were 
initiated in April 1983, with an informal 
announcement to Colorado-Ute Electric 
Association that power rate adjustments 
were being considered. All power and 
energy produced from the Collbran 
Project is under contract with Colorado- 
Ute. A Federal Register notice (48 FR 
28134, June 20, 1983) officially 
announced the proposed rate 
adjustments and procedures for public 
participation. An informal public 
meeting was held on July 12, 1983, in 
Salt Lake City, Utah. A consultation and 
comment period extended through July 
27, 1983. During this period, Colorado- 
Ute made comments to Western 
concerning the proposed rate 
adjustments. 

Customer comments received at the 
meeting and during the consultation and 
comment period primarily related to the 
power repayment study (PRS). After 
reviewing and considering the 
comments received, the records of the 
meeting, and reevaluating the May 1983 
PRS, a number of changes were made 
and a revised PRS prepared in August 
1983. The public comments and 
Western's reevaluating addressed the 
following major issues: 

(1) Operation and maintenance 
expense. 
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(2) Obligation of power user to pay 
costs. 


(3) Accumulated deficits. 


The rates originally proposed were 
reduced as a result of the comments 
received on the operation and 
maintenance expenses. The new rates 
will provide the revenues required as 
determined by the revised PRS. 


Therefore, Rate Order No. WAPA-20 
confirming and approving an increased 
energy rate on an interim basis is hereby 
issued, and the rates will be promptly 
submitted to the FERC for confirmation 
and approval on a final basis. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., November 28, 
1983, 


Pat Collins, 


Acting Assistant Secretary, Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 


[Rate Order No. WAPA-20] 
November 28, 1983. 


In the matter of: Western Area Power 
Administration—Collbran Project Power 
Rates; order confirming, approving, and 
placing increased energy rates in effect on an 
interim basis. 

Pursuant to section 302(a) of the 
Department of Energy (DOE) Organization 
Act, (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), the power 
marketing functions of the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation 
(BuRcc) under the Reclamation Act of 1902 
(43 U.S.C. 372 et seq.), as amended and 
supplemented by subsequent enactments, 
particularly section 9{c) of the Reclamation 
Act of 1939 (43 U.S.C. 485h{c)) and acts 
specifically applicable to the Collbran Project 
(Collbran), were transferred to and vested in 
the Secretary of Energy. By Delegation Order 
No. 0204-33, effective January 1, 1979 (43 FR 
60636, December 28, 1978), as amended 
March 19, 1981 (46 FR 25426, May 7, 1981), the 
Secretary of Energy delegated to the 
Assistant Secretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy (hereinafter called the 
Assistant Secretary), the authority to develop 
power and transmission rates, acting by and 
through the Administrator of the Western 
Area Power Administration (Western), and to 
confirm, approve, and place in effect such 
rates on an interim basis, and delegated to 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) the authority to confirm and approve 
on a final basis or to disapprove rates 
developed by the Assistant Secretary under 
the delegation. This rate order is issued 
pursuant to the delegation to the Assistant 
Secretary and the DOE procedures for public 
participation in power and transmission rate 
adjustments issued at 45 FR 86983 (December 
31, 1980) as corrected at 46 FR 6864 (January 
22, 1981) and amended at 46 FR 25426 (May 7, 
1981) (10 CFR, Part 903). 


Background 


Existing and Increased Rates 


The increased rates which are the subject 
of this order supersede the existing rates as 
follows: 


* Based on projected annual delivery of 53,269,000 kWh. 


Project History 


The Collbran Project, located in west- 
central Colorado about 35 miles northeast of 
Grand Junction and near the town of 
Collbran, was authorized on July 3, 1952, by 
Pub. L. 82-445. The project develops a major 
part of the unused water of Plateau Creek 
and its principal tributaries for irrigation uses 
and, by exchange of water, generates 
hydroelectric power. The project supplies 
supplemental irrigation water to about 20,000 
acres and new irrigation water to about 2,000 
acres, generates up to 14,000 kW of 
hydroelectric power, and, incidental to the 
foregoing, provides flood control, 
recreational, fish, and wildlife benefits. 
Construction of the project facilities started 
in 1957 and the major part of the construction 
was completed by the end of calendar year 
1962. , 

Water for power generation is obtained 
from Big Creek, Cottonwood Creek, and their 
tributaries. Up until June 1983, 17 small dams 
and reservoirs on the Grand Mesa, previously 
used for irrigation, were used by the project 
to regulate water flow for hydroelectric 
generation and/or irrigation. In exchange for 
Big Creek and Cottonwood Creek water 
previously used for irrrigation but now used 
for power, the project provides an equivalent 
amount of water from the Vega Reservoir to 
the irrigators. By agreement with the water 
users, the BuRec operates and maintains 
these dams and reservoirs. Fifteen of the 
Grand Mesa reservoirs are on the water 
collection system that provides water for the 
generation of electricity. Two reservoirs, 
although not a part of that water collection 
system, were regulated by the BuRec to 
increase the water available for power 
generation by exchanging water from the two 
reservoirs for water from the Vega Reservoir. 
These latter two dams, Blackman and 
Currier, have, as of June 1983, been breached 
and abandoned. 

Following are the capacities of the 
powerplants: 


Power generated at the powerplants is 
transformed to 115 kilovolts at each plant, 
and a 4.75-mile, 115-kV transmission line 
connects the two plants. At the Lower Molina 
Powerplant, the project's power system is 
interconnected at 115 kV to the Molina 
Substation of the Colorado-Ute Electric 


Association (Colorado-Ute). As provided by 
Contract No. 14-06-400-1268 and 
supplements thereto, the entire output of the 
Collbran plants has been placed under 
contract with Colorado-Ute through fiscal 
year 1989. 


Power Repayment Studies 


Normally, a power repayment study (PRS) 
for the Collbran Project is prepared annually 
by Western with the cooperation of the 
BuRec to ensure that revenues will be 
adequate to repay costs. Power generation 
and project development data are provided 
by the BuRec. A PRS is prepared in 
accordance with Collbran authorizing 
legislation, the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939, other applicable statutes, and with DOE 
Order No. RA 6120.2 on power marketing 
administration financial reporting. 

The studies array historic income, expense, 
and investment to be repaid from power 
revenues, along with estimates for future 
years, and show the annual repayment of 
power production and transmission costs as 
well as nonpower costs assigned to power for 
repayment, through the application of 
revenues over the repayment period of the 
project. The studies show, among other items. 
estimated revenues and expenses year-by- 
year over the remainder of the study period, 
the estimated amount of Federal investment 
repaid during each year, and the total 
estimated amount of Federal investment 
remaining to be repaid at the end of each 
year. Revenue is applied in a manner that 
minimizes Collbran revenue requirements. 
All investments are paid within their 
repayment periods, but non-interest-bearing 
investments are paid prior to interest-bearing 
investments when this priority reduces 
revenue requirements. (This is a deviation 
from the normal policy of repaying the 
highest interest-bearing investments first.) 
The studies determine revenue requirements 
but do not deal with rate design. 

Western has a policy of transmitting and 
disposing of power and energy in such a 
manner as to encourage the most widespread 
use thereof at the lowest possible rates 
consistent with sound business principles. 
This rate increase is consistent with that 


policy. 
Public Notice and Comments 


Published “Procedures for Public 
Participation in Power and Transmission 
Rate Adjustments” for power marketed by 
Western and other power marketing 
administrations have been followed in the 
development of these rates. The following 
discussion summarizes the steps Western 
took to assure involvement of interested 
parties in the rate process. 

1. Advance announcement was made to 
Colorado-Ute Electric Association that a 
power rate adjustment was being considered 
and that preliminary studies indicated the 
rates for both firm and nonfirm energy would 
need to be increased from the existing rates 
to about 22 or 23 mills per kWh. 

2. A Federal Register notice (48 FR 28134 
June 20, 1983) announced the proposed power 
rate adjustment to 21.55 mills per kWh and 
the date of an informal public meeting. 





3. A letter was sent to the project's single 
customer and other interested parties which 
announced the proposed rate adjustments 
and meeting, and transmitted a brouchure 
dated May 1983 which provided information 
on the proposed adjustments. 

4. A letter was sent to the customer and 
other interested parties, providing a copy of 
the June 20, 1983 Federal Register notice 
announcing the proposed rate adjustment and 
a copy of the Department of Energy news 
release announcing the same. 

5. An informai public meeting was held July 
12, 1983, in Salt Lake City, Utah. Western 
explained the need for the increase in rates 
and presented the results of the fiscal year 82 
PRS completed May 1983, upon which 
proposed rate increases were based. The rate 
proposed for all energy was 21.55 mills per 
kWh. The BuRec discussed its operation and 
maintenance activities on the Collbran 
Project, and representatives of the customer 
asked questions and provided preliminary 
comments. Western and the BuRec provided 
the additional information requested, and 
Western xesponded in writing to those 
questions that were not answered at the 
meeting. 

6. Written comments were accepted 
through the consultation and comment 
period. The only comments received were 
from Colorado-Ute Electric Association. 

After reviewing and considering the 
comments received from the customer, the 
report of the public meeting, and reevaluating 
the May 1983 PRS, some changes were made 
and a revised PRS prepared in August 1983. 


Discussion 
The issues discussed below relate to the 


PRS. There were no rate design issues raised ~ 


during the public consultation and comment 
period. The issue that resulted in a 
modification of the PRS is discussed first. 


Operation and Maintenance Expense 


As noted in the May 1983 brochure, the 
BuRec started an extensive dam 
rehabilitation program in FY 1979 and had 
been classifying those costs as operation and 
maintenance expenses. The commentor 
concluded that a substantial portion of the 
proposed work attributed to O&M expenses 
was of the nature of significant improvements 
that would endure far beyond the period of 
time the costs were being recovered in the 
May 1983 PRS. A reevaluation of the 
appropriate classification of those costs, 
based on whether the expenditures were 
primarily to maintain the existing structures 
or to substantially improve the structures, 
resulted in the following changes from the 
classification of those costs in the FY 1982 
study dated May 1983, to the revised FY 1982, 
study dated August 1983: 


()+ 120,000 
411,061 


ASE tel caer tae San Tae teed en tek 


, $56,746; fiscal year 1983, 


In addition, the May 1983 PRS included an 
estimated $22,500 annually for the O&M 
expenses at the Blackman and Currier dams 
and reservoirs, Since these two dams were 
breached in June of 1983, the O&M expense 
for these dams has been eliminated in the 
August 1983 PRS. The cost of $120,000 for 
buying the water users’ rights in these 
facilities was capitalized over a 50-year 
period beginning with fiscal year 1983 in the 
August 1983 PRS, and was included in the 
above tabulation with the rehabilitation 
costs. The BuRec also advised that the fiscal 
year 1984 O&M budget has been 
administratively reduced by $50,000. This 
reduction was included in the August 1983 
PRS, in lieu of the $22,500 reduction resulting 
from the acquisition of the Blackman and 
Currier dams. In summary, the following 
changes were made: 

1. O&M expense decreased $50,000 for 
fiscal year 1984. 

2. O&M expense decreased $22,500 
annually beginning in fiscal year 1985. 

3. Fiscal years 1980-87 O&M expense 
decreased by a total of $893,729 (including 
amounts shown in 1 and 2 above). 

4. Fiscal years 1983-87 capitalized power 
investment increased by a total of $746,061, 
based on the reclassification of rehabilitation 
costs. 

Eack capitalized power investment has a 
50-year repayment period from the date it is 
expected to be completed. When these 
changes were made in the PRS, the required 
rate was reduced by 2.25 mills/kWh to the 
new rate of 19.3 mills/kWh for both firm and 
nonfirm energy. 


Obligation of Power User to Pay Costs 


The commentor questioned the propriety of 
requiring the power user to repay the costs of 
rehabilitating the dams in the water 
collection system that are operated and 
maintained by the BuRec but are owned by 
the water users. Specific citations to the 
statutes or regulations that require the cost of 
such improvements to be repaid with 
revenues from the sale of power were 
requested by the commentor. 

Under the provisions of fhe BuRec contract 
with the water users, the costs of operating 
and maintaining and replacing facilities used 
exclusively for generation of power are 
assumed by, the BuRec. As discussed with the 
commentor in the informal public meeting of 
July 12, 1983, the dams are absolutely 
necessary to collect water to operate the 
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power system. Their abandonment would 
have no effect on the water users as they 
would continue to receive their water under 
the exchange terms of the contract. On this 
basis all costs allocated to the rehabilitation 
of these facilities are allocated to power to 
repay. This allocation of repayment 
responsibility is authorized pursuant to the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 and the 
Collbran Project Act of 1952. 


Applicability of the Reclamation Safety of 
Dams Act of 1978 


The applicability of the Reclamation Safety 
of Dams Act of 1978 (Dams Act) to the 
proposed rate adjustment was raised during 
the consultation and comment period. The 
BuRec, which is charged with the 
responsibility of maintaining the Grand Mesa 
dams, developed a safety inspection program 
as a result of the passage of the 1978 
legislation. However, the BuRec has taken the 
position that the maintenance and 
rehabilitation work on the Collbran Project 
water collection reservoirs to date, and as 
planned in the near future, was not done 
under the Dams Act. The authorization for 
the maintenance and rehabilitation work in 
question stems from general Reclamation 
law, including section 9(c), of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939. Since the 
maintenance and rehabilitation of the dams 
on Grand Mesa is taking place primarily to 
allow the continuation of power generation, it 
is appropriate for these costs to be 
reimbursed by those who benefit, the power 
user. 


Accumulated Deficits 


The commentor stated that the recovery of 
accumulated deficits amounts to a retroactive 
rate increase, and concluded that the 
recovery of accumulated deficits is therefore 
improper. In the May 1983 PRS, the projected 
accumulated deficit as of the end of FY 1983 
was $1,520,461. This was reduced to $947,834 
in the August 1983 PRS as the result of the 
decision to capitalize some costs that were 
formerly considered O&M expenses. The 
deficit is composed of interest expenses that 
were not paid during the year in which they 
occur (from 1977-83) because of insufficient 
revenues. In accordance with Reclamation 
law, including Pub. L. 82-445, all 
reimbursable costs must be repaid to the 
Treasury. Since annual costs such as interest 
are reimbursable, Section 8{c)(2) of DOE 
Order No. RA6120.2 provides that such 
accumulated deficits be accrued as a liability 
on the balance sheet with interest. A 
retroactive rate, by definition, would be a 
rate applicable to service received in the 
past. The rate established herein will apply 
only to deliveries of energy after the rate 
becomes effective on the first day of the 
December 1983 billing period. It is true that 
costs would have supported increasing the 
Collbran Project rate earlier, but Western's 
inability to increase the rate earlier has not 
harmed the power customer. Since the 
customer has had use of the money that 
would have been paid for Collbran energy, 
had the rates been high enough to avoid any 
deficits, the customer has received 
unintended benefits. 
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Environmental Evaluation 


In compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and 
Section D of the Department of Energy (DOE) 
guidelines published in the Federal Register 
on February 23, 1982 (47 FR 7976), Western 
has followed the process described below in 
conducting environmental evlauations of the 
rate adjustment. 

Section D of the DOE regulation states that, 
for rate increases for power marketing 
administrations, the level of documentation 
under NEPA depends upon the size of the 
rate increase as it relates to the rate of 
inflation since the last rate increase. Since 
the rate increase is less than the inflation 
rate, a memorandum was prepared 
explaining that the environmental impact 
associated with the rate increase is clearly 
insignificant. Therefore, neither an 
environmental assessment nor an 
environmental impact statement will be 
prepared. 

Availability of Information 

Information regarding this rate adjustment, 
including studies, comments, and other 
supporting material, is available for public 
review in the Salt Lake City Area Office, 
Western Area Power Administration, 438 
East 200 South, Suite 2, Salt Lake City, Utah 
84111; in the Office of the Director, Division 
of Marketing and Rates, Western Area Power 
Administration, 1627 Cole Boulevard, Golden, 
Colorado 80401; and in the Office of Power 
Marketing Coordination, Department of 
Energy, Room 6B104, Forrestal Building, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 
20585. 


Submission to the FERC 


The rates herein confirmed, approved, and 
placed in effect on an interim basis, together 
with supporting documents, will be submitted 
to the FERC for confirmation and approval on 
a final basis. 


Order 


In view of the foregoing and pursuant to 
the authority delegated to me by the 
Secretary of Energy, I hereby confirm and 
approve and place in effect Rate Schedule 
CP-F/NF-1 on an interim basis, effective 
with the beginning of the December 1983 
billing period. These rates shall remain in 
effect pending FERC confirmation and 
approval of this or substitute rates, on a final 
basis, or until superseded. 

Issued in Washington, DC, November 28, 
1983. 

Pat Collins, 


Acting Assistant Secretary, Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 


Collbran Project 


Schedule of Rates for Wholesale Firm and 
Nonfirm Energy Service 


Effective: 


At the beginning of the December 1983 
billing period. 


Available: 
In the area served by the Collbran Project. 


Applicable: 

To wholesale power customers for general 
power service supplied through one meter at 
one point of delivery. 

Character and Conditions of Service: 

Alternating current, sixty (60) hertz, three- 
phase, delivered and metered at the voltages 
and points established by contract. 


Monthly Rate: 


Energy Charge: 19.3 mills/kWh for all 
energy used. 


[FR Doc. 83-32530 Filed 12-6-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Power Rate Adjustments; Parker-Davis 
Project; a Rate Order 


AGENCY: Western Area Power 
Administration, Energy 

ACTION: Notice of a Rate Order, Parker- 
Davis Project. 


SUMMARY: Notice is given of Rate Order 


No. WAPA-22 of the Assistant 
Secretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy (Assistant Secretary) 
for placing increased power rates into 
effect on an interim basis for the Parker- 
Davis Project (P-DP) power marketed by 
the Western Area Power Administration 
(Western). 


The rate adjustment would increase 
average annual revenues by $1.15 
million to meet project repayment in the 
allowable time periods. 

The new P-DP wholesale firm power 
rate consists of a capacity charge of 
$1.87 per kilowatt (kw) per month, and 
an energy charge of 4.28 mills per 
kilowatt hour (kWh). The estimated 
average composite firm power rate of 
8.55 mills per kWh is an increase of 0.25 
mills per kWh over the existing 
composite rate of 8.3 mills per kWh. 

New rates of $0.63 per kW per month 
for firm transmission and 1.4 mills per 
kWh for nonfirm transmission service 
are also being adopted for customers 
transmitting non-P-DP power over the 
P-DP transmission system. 

The rate order also contains 
discussion of the principal factors 
leading to the decisions on the rate 
increases. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: The rates will become 
effective the first day of the first full 
billing period beginning on or after 
December 15, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Thomas A. Hine, Area Manager, 

Boulder City Area Office, Western 

Area Power Administration, P.O. Box 

200, Boulder City, NV 89005, (702) 293- 

8878 
Mr. Conrad K. Miller, Chief, Rates and 

Statistics Branch, Western Area 

Power Administration, P.O. Box 3402, 

Golden, CO 80401, (303) 231-1535 


54877 


Mr. Fred A. Sheap, Office of Power 
Marketing Coordination, Department 
of Energy, Rm. 6B-103, Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585, (202) 
252-1127 
Pursuant to the Department of Energy 

Organization Act, 42 U.S.C. 7101-7352, 

(Supp. IV 1981), the power marketing 

functions, as vested in the Bureau of 

Reclamation under the Reclamation Act 

of 1902, Pub. L. 57-161, 32 Stat. 388, 43 

U.S.C. 372, et seq. (1976), as amended 

and supplemented by subsequent 

enactments, particularly section 9{c) of 

the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (43 

U.S.C. 485h{c) (1976)), and the acts 

specifically applicable to the project, 

were transferred to the Department of 

Energy (DOE). 

The Secretary of Energy delegated to 
the Assistant Secretary for Resource 
Applications, by Delegation Order No. 
0204-33 (43 FR 60636, December 28, 
1978), the authority to develop, acting by 
and through the Administrator of 
Western, and to confirm, approve, and 
place into effect on an interim basis, 
power and transmission rates for 
Western. The delegation order also gave 
to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) the authority to 
make a final decision either confirming 
and approving, or disapproving such 
rates. On March 19, 1981, Delegation 
Order No. 0204-33 was amended by 
substituting the “Assistant Secretary for 
Conservation and Renewable Energy” 
for the “Assistant Secretary for 
Resource Applications.” 

Western is developing these rates in 
accordance with Reclamation Law, DOE 
financial reporting policies, procedures, 
and methodology, (DOE Order No. RA 
6120.2 (September 20, 1979)), and the 
procedures for public participation in 
rate adjustments found at 10 CFR, part 
903 (1982). 

The July 8, 1983, Federal Register 
notice at 48 FR 31459 announced the 
proposed P-DP rate increases, initiated 
the consultation and comment period, 
announced a public information forum 
which was held August 10, 1983, and 
announced a public comment forum 
which was held September 13, 1983. The 
P-DP revenue requirements and 
proposed power and transmission rates 
were detailed in the Federal Register 
notice, at the public information forum, 
and in an informational brochure 
entitled “Parker-Davis Project-Proposed 
Power and Transmission Rates 
Adjustment” which was mailed to the P- 
DP electric service and transmission 
service contractors, the Colorado River 
Storage Project Southern Division 


transmission service contractors, and 





other interested parties on July 8, 1983. 
At the formal public comment forum, 
interested persons were provided an 
opportunity to present their views, data, 
and arguments regarding the proposed 
rates. A notice published at 48 FR 32381 
(July 15, 1983), corrected the ending date 
of the consultation and comment period 
to read October 14, 1983. No comments, 
criticisms, or alternatives were received 
during the consultation and comment 
period. 

Therefore, Rate Order No. WAPA-22 
confirming and approving increased 
power rates on an interim basis is 
hereby issued. The rates will be 
promptly submitted to the FERC as 
Provisional Rates for confirmation and 
approval on a final basis. 


Issued in Washington, DC, November 15, 
1983. 


Pat Collins, 
Acting Assistant Secretary, Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 

In the Matter of: Western Area Power 
Administration—Parker-Davis Project Power 
and Transmission Rates; order confirming, 
approving, and placing power and 


transmission rates in effet on an interim 
basis. 


[Rate Order No. WAPA-22} 
November 15, 1983. 


Pursuant to the Department of Energy 
Organization Act, 42 U.S.C. 7101-7352, (Supp. 
IV 1981), the power marketing functions of 
the Bureau of Reclamation under the 
Reclamation Act of 1902, Pub. L. 57-161, 32 
Stat. 388, 43 U.S.C. 372, ei seq. (1976), as 
amended and supplemented by subsequent 
enactments, particularly section 9{c) of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (43 U.S.C. 
485h(c) (1976)), and the acts specifically 
applicable to the project, were transferred to 
the Department of Energy (DOE). 

The Secretary of Energy delegated to the 
Assistant Secretary for Resource 
Applications, by Delegation Order No. 0204- 
33 (43 FR 60636, December 28, 1978), the 
authority to develop, acting by and through 
the Administrator of the Western Area Power 
Administration (Western), and to confirm, 
approve, and place into effect on an interim 
basis, power and transmission rates for 
Western. The delegation order also gave to 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) the authority to make a final decision 
either confirming and approving, or 
disapproving such rates. On March 19, 1981, 
Delegation Order No. 0204-33 was amended 
by substituting the “Assistant Secretary for 
Conservation and Renewable Energy” for the 
“Assistant Secretary for Resource 
Applications.” 

Western is developing these rates in 
accordance with Reclamation Law, DOE 
financial reporting policies, procedures, and 
methodology, (DOE Order No. RA 6120.2 
(September 20, 1979)), and the procedures for 
public participation in rate adjustments found 
at 10 CFR, Part 903 (1982). 


Background 
Public Notice and Comment 


An informal customer meeting was held 
January 15, 1982, in Phoenix, Arizona, at 
which time the Western's Boulder City Area 
Office explained the need for a rate 
adjustment and the availability of supporting 
records for review. On July 8, 1983, Western 
announced proposed power and transmission 
rate adjustments for the Parker-Davis Project 
(48 FR 31459), Interested persons were invited 
to participate in public forums and to submit 
written comments relative to the proposed 
rate adjustments. A public information forum 
was held in Las Vegas, Nevada, on August 
10, 1983. Western representatives presented 
an overview of the project rate history, costs, 
and projected revenues and costs throughout 
the remainder of the repayment period. 
Clarifying questions were answered at the 
forum. A public comment forum was held in 
Las Vegas, Nevada, on September 13, 1983. 
No comments were received. The 
consultation and comment period closed 
October 14, 1983, with no comments 
questions, or alternatives posed. 


Existing Rates 


By Rate Order No. WAPA-3, dated may 15, 
1980, the Assistant Secretary for Resource 
Applications of the Department of Energy 
approved the existing rate schedules on an 
interim basis effective the first day of the first 
full billing period beginning on or after June 
16, 1980. The existing rates were confirmed 
and approved by the FERC for the 5-year 
period ending June 30, 1985. 

The existing wholesale firm power service 
rate, Rate Schedule PD-F1, is $1.62/kW/mo 
and 4.15 mills/kWh. The existing firm 
transmission service rate for the use of the 
Parker-Davis Project transmission system, 
Rate Schedule PD-F1, provides for a rate of 
$6.80/kW/yr. The transmission service rate 
for the Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) 
electric service customers utilizing the 
Parker-Davis Project transmission system for 
the transmission of CRSP power, Rate 
Schedule PD-T2, is $3.67/kW/season. The 
existing rate for nonfirm transmission 
service, Rate Schedule PD-T3, is 1.3 mills/ 
kWh. 


Provisional Rates 


A revised power repayment study was 
conducted which indicated the average 
annual revenue would have to be increased 
by about $1.15 million to meet cost recovery 
criteria. New firm power and transmission 
rates were developed to generate the revenue 
rquired in the revised power repayment 
study. 

The results of the revised power repayment 
study and subsequent rate design indicated 
that an average composite yield of 8.55 mills/ 
kWh, or a capacity component of $1.87/kW/ 
mo and an energy component of 4.28 mills/ 
kWh, for all wholesale firm power customers, 
would satisfy the repayment criteria when 
combined with adjustments of the 
transmission service rates. 

The transmission service rates provide for: 
an increase of firm transmission service rate, 
as permitted under existing contracts, to 
$7.56/kW/yr for the use of the Parker-Davis 
Project transmission system; a transmission 
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rate of $3.78/kW/season for the CRSP, 
Southern Division contractors using the 
Parker-Davis Project transmission system for 
the transmission of CRSP power; and an 
increase to 1.4 mills/kWh rate for nonfirm 
transmission service. 


Project History 


The Parker Dam Power Project was 
authorized by section 2 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1039), 
and the Davis Dam Project was authorized 
April 26, 1941, by the Acting Secretary of the 
Interior under provisions of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 (43 U.S.C. 485 et seq.). The 
Parker-Davis Project was formed by the 
consolidation of the two projects under the 
terms of the act of May 28, 1954 (68 Stat. 143). 

Parker Dam, which creates the Lake 
Havasu Reservoir, is located on the Colorado 
River between Arizona and California, 155 
miles downstream from Hoover Dam. The 
dam was constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, partially with funds advanced 
by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of 
Southern California. Under contract, MWD is 
entitled to one-half of the net energy 
generated. Davis Dam, which creates the 
Lake Mohave Reservoir, is located on the 
Colorado River between Arizona and 
Nevada, 67 miles downstream from Hoover 
Dam. The Parker-Davis Project is operated in 
conjunction with other hydroelectric 
installations in the Colorado River Basin. 

Construction of Parker Dam was 
authorized for the purpose of controlling 
floods, improving navigation, regulating flow 
of the streams of the United States, providing 
for storage and for the delivery of the stored 
waters thereof, for the reclamation of public 
lands and Indian reservations, and cther 
beneficial uses, and for the generation of 
electric energy as a means of financially 
aiding and assisting such undertakings. - 

Davis Dam was constructed to provide 
reregulation for the fluctuating water releases 
from Lake Mead at Hoover Dam, from hourly 
to seasonal, to facilitate water delivery for 
downstream irrigation requirements, for 
delivery of water beyond the boundary of the 
United States as required by the Mexican 
Waiter Treaty, and for the generation of 
electric energy as a means of financially 
aiding and assisting such undertakings. 


Discussion 


Power Repayment Study 


The current power repayment study for 
fiscal year 1981 indicated that the existing 
power rates are inadequate, based on 
January 1981 price levels, to pay the costs 
allocated and assigned to the power function 
within allowable time periods. Such 
inadequate revenues would result in a deficit 
which would be due primarily to higher 
interest rates charged against the 
unamortized portion of new additions and 
replacement investment. 

In response to the FERC’s October 29, 1981, 
order confirming and approving rate 
schedules and identifying items for 
appropriate consideration in future findings, 
the following actions were taken. The 
practice of “borrowing” from prepaid 
investment accounts has been eliminated. 
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This was achieved by making directed 

» payments into specific investment categories, 
still within repayment criteria. This 
redirection of principal payments in early 
study years reduces the large principal 
payments due in subsequent study years. 
Now, ence a payment has been made to an 
investment category, it may not be borrowed 
back to make a required payment in the 
future. 

Another item noted by the FERC concerned 
a probable increase in revenues from 
transmission services after existing contracts 
expire. This item was addressed by 
accounting for that amount of transmission 
service under existing contracts, not 
presently subject to the current firm 
transmission rate, to be projected to derive 
revenues under the firm transmission service 
rate schedule when appropriate. 

The last item mentioned in the FERC’s 
order concerned providing additional support 
for the data used in the power repayment 
study. Included in the materials submitted to 
the FERC with this rate order is all the 
relevant material available for that support. 

During the time period necessary to 
address these questioned practices, the 
power repayment study was updated to 
include actual FY 1982 data. 

An interest rate of 9.5 percent has been 
used, as specified in paragraph 11(b) of RA 
6120.2, to compute interest on the unpaid 
balance for new additions, loans, and 
replacements occurring in and after FY 1983. 
The applicable interest rate for each year 
prior to FY 1983 was also used to compute 
interest for new additions and replacements 
occurring during the corresponding year. 


Rate Design 


Estimated future power costs were 
examined to determine an appropriate 
apportionment between rate components. 
The examination indicated that it would be 
equitable and reasonable to split costs evenly 
between the capacity and energy 
components. 

The rates for use of the Parker-Davis 
Project transmission system were developed 
based on projected average annual 
transmission costs and capacity 
commitments for FY 1983 through FY 1987. 

Nonfirm transmission service is, by its 
nature, intermittent and therefore was not 
considered to be a significant factor in rate 
setting and in the rate design. Revenues from 
project use and Government camps are not 
affected by this order. 


Comments, Criticisms, and Alternatives 


There were no comments, criticisms or 
alternatives offered during the consultation 
and comment period. 


Environmental Evaluation 


# In compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and 
section.D of the DOE guidelines published in 
the Federal Register on February 23, 1983 (47 
FR 7976), Western has followed the process 
described below in conducting environmental 
evaluations of the rate adjustment. 

Section D of the DOE guidelines states that, 
for rate increases for power marketing 
administrations, the level of documentation 
under NEPA depends upon the size of the 


rate increase as it relates to the rate of 
inflation since the last rate increase. Since 
the rate increase is less than the inflation 
rate, a memorandum was prepared 
explaining that the environmental impact 
associated with the rate increase is clearly 
insignificant. Therefore, neither an 
environmental assessment nor an 
environmental impact statement will be 
prepared. 


Executive Order 12291 


The purpose of Executive Order 12291, 
dated February 17, 1981, is “* * * to reduce 
the burdens of existing and future 
regulations, increase agency accountability 
for regulatory actions, provide for 
presidential oversight of the regulatory 
process, minimize duplication and conflict of 
regulations, and insure well-reasoned 
regulations,... .” 

The DOE has determined that this is not a 
major rule pursuant to the criteria of section 
1(b) of the order. Furthermore, Western has 
received an exemption from sections 3, 4, and 
7 of Executive Order 12291 and therefore has 
not prepared a regulatory impact statement. 


Availability of Information 


Information regarding this rate adjustment, 
including studies, transcripts and other 
supporting material, is available for public 
review in the Boulder City Area Office. 
Western Area Power Administration, P.O. 
Box 200, Boulder City, Nevada 89005; Office 
of the Administrator, Western Area Power 
Administration, P.O. Box 3402, Golden, 
Colorado 80401, and in the Office of Power 
Marketing Coordination, 1000 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20585. 


Submission to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


The rates herein confirmed, approved, and 
placed in effect on an interim basis, together 
with supporting documents, will be submitted 
to the FERC for confirmation and approval on 
a final basis. 


Order 


In view of the foregoing and pursuant to 
the authority delegated to me by the 
Secretary of Energy, I hereby confirm and 
approve on an interim basis, effective the 
first day of the first full billing period 
beginning on or after December 15, 1983, Rate 
Schedules PD-F2, PD-FT2, PD-FCT2, and 
PD-NFT2 for wholesale power and 
transmission services. These rates shall 
remain in effect on an interim basis pending 
the FERC confirmation and approval of them 
or substitute rates on a final basis, or until 
they are superseded. 

* Issued in Washington, DC, November 15, 
1983. 


Pat Collins, 


Acting Assistant Secretary, Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 


[Rate Schedule PD-F2] 

Schedule of Rates for Wholesale Firm Power 
Service 

Effective: 


The first day of the first full billing period 
beginning on or after December 15, 1983. 


Available: 
In the area served by the Parker-Davis 
Project. 


Applicable: 


To wholesale power customers for general 
power service supplied through one meter at 
one point of delivery, unless otherwise 
specified by contract. 


Character and Conditions of Service: 


Three-phase alternating current at 60 hertz, 
delivered and metered at the voltages and 
points of delivery specified in the power 
service contract. 


Monthly Rate: 

Capacity Charge: $1.67 per kilowatt of 
billing demand. 

Energy Charge: 4.28 mills per kilowatthour 
for each kilowatthour scheduled or delivered, 
not to exceed the delivery obligation under 
the power service contract. 

Billing Demand: The billing demand will be 
the greater of (1) the highest 30-minute 
integrated demand established during the 
month up to, but not in excess of, the delivery 
obligation under the power service contract, 
or (2) the contract rate of delivery. 


Billing for Unauthorized Overruns: 


For each billing period in which there is a 
contract violation involving an unauthorized 
overrun of the contractual firm capacity and/ 
or energy obligations, such overrun shall be 
billed at ten times the above rates. 


Adjustments: 


For Transformer Losses.—if delivery is 
made at transmission voltage but metered on 
the low-voltage side of the transformer, the 
meter readings will be increased 2 percent to 
compensate for transformer losses. 

For Power Factor.—None. The customer 
will normally be required to maintain a 
power factor at the point of delivery of 
between 95 percent lagging and 95 percent 
leading. 


[Rate Schedule PD-FT2] 


Schedule of Rates for Firm Transmission 
Service 


Effective: 


The first day of the first full billing period 
beginning on or after December 15, 1983. 


Available: 


In the area served by the Parker-Davis 
Project transmission facilities. 

Applicable: 

To firm transmission service customers 
where capacity and energy are supplied to 
the Parker-Davis Project system at points of 
interconnection with other systems and 
transmitted and delivered, less losses, to 
points of delivery on the Parker-Davis Project 
system specified in the service contract. 


Character and Conditions of Service: 


Transmission service for three-phase 
alternating current at 60 hertz, delivered and 
metered at the voltages and points of delivery 
specified in the service contract. 
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Rate: 


$7.56 per kilowatt per year, payable 
monthly at the rate of $.63 per kilowatt for 
the greater of each kilowatt contracted for or 
delivered at the point of delivery during that 
month, as specified in the service contract. 


Adjustments: 


For Reactive Power.—None. There shall be 
no entitlement to transfer of reactive kilovolt- 
amperes at points of delivery, except when 
such transfers may be mutually agreed upon 
by contractor and contracting officer or their 
authorized representatives. 

For Losses.—Power and energy losses 
incurred in connection with the transmission 
and delivery of power and energy under this 
rate schedule shall be supplied by the 
customer in accordance with the service 
contract. 


[Rate Schedule PD-FCT2] 


Schedule of Rates for Transmission Service 
of Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) 
Power and Energy 


Effective: 


The first day of the first full billing period 
beginning on or after December 15, 1983. 


Available: 


In the area served by the Parker-Davis 
Project transmission facilities. 


Applicable: 


To Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) 
Southern Division customers where CRSP 
capacity and energy are supplied to the 
Parker-Davis Project system by CRSP at 
points of interconnection with the CRSP 
systems and for transmission and delivery, 
less losses, to Southern Division customers at 
points of delivery on the Parker-Davis Project 
system specified in the service contract. 


Character and Conditions of Service: 


Transmission service three-phase 
alternating current at 60 hertz, delivered and 
metered at the voltages and points of delivery 
specified in the service contract. 


Seasonal Rate: 


$3.78 per kilowatt of the maximum 
allowable rate of delivery made available at 
each point of delivery during each season as 
specified in the service contract, payable 
monthly at the rate of $0.63 per kilowatt. 


Adjustments: 


For Reactive Power.—None. There shall be 
no entitlement to transfer of reactive kilovolt- 
amperes at points of delivery, except when 
such transfers may be mutually agreed upon 
by contractor and contracting officer or their 
authorized representatives. 

For Losses.—Power and energy losses 
incurred in connection with the transmission 
and delivery of power and energy under this 
rate schedule shall be supplied by the 
customer in accordance with the service 
contract. 


[Rate Schedule PD-NFT2] 
Schedule of Rates for Nonfirm Transmission 
Service 


Effective: 


The first day of the first full billing period 
beginning on or after December 15, 1983. 


Available: 


In the area served by the Parker-Davis 
Project transmission facilities. 


Applicable: 


To nonfirm transmission service customers 
where capacity and energy are supplied to 
the Parker-Davis Project system at points of 
interconnection with other systems, 
transmitted subject to the availability of 
transmission capacity, and delivered less 
losses to points of delivery on the Parker- 
Davis Project system specified in the service 
contract. 


Character and Conditions of Service: 


Transmission service on an intermittent 
basis for three-phase alternating current at 60 
hertz, delivered and metered at the voltages 
and points of delivery specified in the service 
contract. 


Rate: 

1.4 mills per kilowatthour of the scheduled 
or delivered kilowatthours at the point of 
delivery, pursuant to the contract, payable 
monthly. 


Adjustments: 

For Reactive Power.—None. There shall be 
no entitlement to transfer of reactive kilovolt- 
amperes at points of delivery, except when 
such transfers may be mutually agreed upon 
by contractor and contracting officer or their 
authorized representatives. 

For Losses.—Power and energy losses 
incurred in connection with the transmission 
and delivery of power and energy under this 
rate schedule shall be supplied by the 
customer in accordance with the service 
contract. 

[FR Doc. 83-32537 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Salt Lake City Area, Loveland-Fort 
Collins Area; Proposed Post-1989 
General Power Marketing Criteria 


AGENCY: Western Area Power 
Administration, DOE. 

ACTION: Publication of extension of time 
to submit applicant profile data and 
notice of limitation of potential 
applicants to entities filing applicant 


profile data by December 30, 1983. 


SUMMARY: On August 23, 1983, the 
Western Area Power Administration 
(Western) published in the Federal. 
Register two Proposed Post-1989 
General Power Marketing Criteria. One 
of the proposed criteria, developed by 
Western's Salt Lake City Area Office, 
applies to the Colorado River Storage 


Project, the Collbran Project, the Provo 
River Project, and the Rio Grande : 
Project. The other proposed criteria, 
developed by Western’s Loveland-Fort 
Collins Area Office, applies to the 
Western Division of the Pick-Sloan 
Basis Program and the Fryingpan- 
Arkansas Project. Both of these 
proposed criteria contained a final 
request for applicant profile data 
submission on or before November 15, 
1983. Notice is hereby given that the 
deadline for submission of applicant 
profile data is extended until December 
30, 1983. Entities that do not submit 
applicant profile data to Western by 
December 30, 1983, will not be eligible to 
apply for an allocation of power under 
the two proposed criteria. 


DATE: Applicant profile data from 
entities desiring an allocation of power 
from Western's Salt Lake City Area 
Office must be received by the Area 
Manager in Salt Lake City, at the 
address given below, no later than 
December 30, 1983. Applicant profile 
data from entities desiring an allocation 
of power from Western’s Loveland-Fort 
Collins Area Office must be received by 
the Area Manager in Loveland, at the 
address given below, no later than 
December 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Mr. Albert M. Gabiola, Area Manager, 
Salt Lake City Area Office, Western 
Area Power Administration, P.O. Box 
11606, Salt Lake City, UT 84147. 
Telephone: (801) 524-6372. 

Mr. Peter G. Ungerman, Area Manager, 
Loveland. Fort Collins Area Office, 
Western Area Power Administration, 
P.O. Box 3700, Loveland, CO 80539. 
Telephone: (303) 224-7201. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Two lists 

of the applicant profile data information 

desired by Western were published in 

the Federal Register on August 23, 1983, 

as part of the proposed marketing 

criteria. 48 FR 38279, 38282; 48 FR 38289, 

38291-2. The deadline for submittal of 

the applicant profile data is hereby 

extended until December 30, 1983. No 
application for power by any entity 
under either marketing criteria will be 
considered unless the applicant profile 
date has been received by the 
appropriate Area Manager by December 

390, 1983. 


Issued at Golden, Colorado, November 23, 
1983. 
Robert L. McPhail, 
Administrator. 
{FR Doc. 83-32547 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[PH-FRL 2482-4; OPP-30234] 


Certain Companies; Applications To 
Register Pesticide Products 
Containing New Active ingredients 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice announces receipt 
of applications to register pesticide 
products containing active ingredients 
not included in any previously 
registered pesticide products pursuant to 
the provisions of section 3(c)(4) of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), as amended. 
DATE: Comment by January 6, 1984. 
ADDRESS: Written comments, identified 
by the document control number [OPP- 
30234] and the file symbol, should be 
submitted by mail to: Program 
Management and Support Division (TS- 
757C), Attn: Product Manager (PM) 12, 
Office of Pesticide Programs, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
St., SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. 

In person, bring comments to: Rm. 236, 
CM#2, Attn: (PM) 12, Registration 
Division (TS—767C), Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1921 Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Arlington, VA 22202. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jay Ellenberger, PM 12, CM#2, (703-557- 
- 2386). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA 
received applications as follows to 
register pesticide products containing 
active ingredients not included in any 
previously registered pesticide products 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
3(c)(4) of FIFRA. Notice of receipt of 
these applications does not imply a 
decision by the Agency on the 
applications. 


Applications Received 


1. File Symbol: 7969-AA. Applicant: 
BASF Wyandotte Corp., 100 Cherry Hill 
Rd., Parsippany, NJ 07054. Product name: 
Lance™ 20G Insecticide/Nematicide. 
Insecticide. Active ingredient: 2-(2- 
Chloro-1-methoxyethoxy) phenyl-/- 
methylcarbamate 20.0%. Proposed 
classification/Use: General. For use in 
corn (including field corn, popcorn, and 
sweet corn). Type registration: 
Conditional. . 

2. File Symbol: 10182-TO. Applicant: 
ICI Americas Inc., Wilmington, DE 
19897. Product name: Actellic 7E 
Insecticide. Insecticide. Active 
ingredient: Pirimiphos-methyl, O- 
[2(diethylomino)-6-methy]-4-pyrimidiny]] 
O,O-dimethy! phosphorothioate 74%. 


Proposed classification/Use: General. 
For use on stored grain (wheat, corn, 
rice, sorghum), and stored peanuts. Type 
registration: Conditional. 

3. File Symbol: 279-GNEO. Applicant: 
FMC Corp., 2000 Market St., 
Philadelphia, PA 19103. Product name: 
Advantage 2.5 EC Insecticide. 
Insecticide. Active ingredient: 2,3- 
Dihydro-2,2-dimethyl-7-benzofurany]- 
{(dibutylamino)thio] methylcarbamate 
31.6%. Proposed classification/Use: 
Restricted. For use on oranges and 
grapefruit. Type registration: 
Conditional. 

Notice of approval or denial of an 
application to register a pesticide 
product will be announced in the 
Federal Register. The procedure for 
requesting data will be given in the 
Federal Register if an application is 
approved. 

Comments received within the 
specified time period will be considered 
before a final decision is made; 
comments received after the time 
specified will be considered only to the 
extent possible without delaying 
processing of the application. 

Written comments filed pursuant to 
this notice, will be available in the 
product manager's office from 8:00 a.m. 
to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except legal holidays. It is suggested 
that persons interested in reviewing the 
application file, telephone the product 
manager's office to ensure that the file is 
available on the date of intended visit. 
(Sec. 3(c)(4) of FIFRA, as amended) 

Dated: November 21, 1983. 

Robert V. Brown, 

Acting Director, Registration Division, Office 
of Pesticide Programs. 

[FR Doc. 83-32317 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[WH-FRL-2481-2] 


issuance of Final General NPDES 
Permits for Oil and Gas Operations on 
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) of 
Alaska; Norton Sound and Beaufort 
Sea 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Notice of final general NPDES 
permits. 


sumMMARY: The Regional Administrator, 


Region 10, is today issuing two final 
general National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits for 
oil and gas stratigraphic test and 
exploration wells in Norton Sound and 
Beaufort Sea. These final general 
permits establish effluent limitations, 
standards, prohibitions, and other 


conditions on discharges from these 
facilities. The facilities covered in 
Nofton Sound will be located in Federal 
waters seaward of the outer boundary ” 
of the territorial seas of the State of 
Alaska. Facilities covered in Beaufort 
Sea will be located in both Federal and 
State waters. The lands in Norton Sound 
are leased by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior's Minerals Management Service 
(MMS) and are described in the 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
OCS Lease Sale 57. The lands in 
Beaufort Sea are jointly leased by the 
Department of the Interior and the State 
of Alaska and are described in the 
Beaufort Sea Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Federal/State Oil and 
Gas Lease Sale BF. Also included in the 
area of coverage of this general permit 
are the tracts which make up the State 
of Alaska Beaufort Sea Lease Sale 36, 
plus all previously State-leased tracts 
extending from the shoreline to 
approximately the 24 meter isobath and 
between the Canning and Kuparuk 
Rivers. 

These final general permits are based 
on the administrative record which 
includes the support document 
“Environmental Assessment: Drilling 
Fluids and Cuttings Released onto the 
OCS.” On June 24, 1983, Region 10 of the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
published in 48 FR 29050 a notice of two 
draft general permits which are being 
issued as final permits today. The fact 
sheet, which is available upon request at 
the address listed below, sets forth the 
principal facts and the significant 
factual, legal, and policy questions 
considered in issuing these permits. 
Today's notice briefly reviews the 
conditions and requirements in these 
general permits. Copies of the permits 
and the Agency's response to comments 
received are reprinted as required by 40 
CFR 122.28. Changes in the final permits 
are listed and the justification for the 
changes from the draft permits is 
presented in the Agency's response to 
comments. EPA regulations and these 
permits contain a procedure which 
allows the owner or operator of a point 
source to obtain an individual permit. 
DATES: Written request to be covered by 
these permits shall be provided as 
described in Part I A. to the Regional 
Administrator of EPA, Region 10, at 
least sixty (60) days prior to initiation of 
discharges. The 60-day notification 
requirement may be waived for those 
permittees who notified EPA during the 
public comment period on the draft 
permits. In order to receive coverage by 
the general permit, the permittee must 
receive notification from EPA that 
coverage has been granted. The final 
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appness: Notifications and requests 
should be sent to the Regional 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue, 
Attention: M/S 430, Seattle, Washington 
98101. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION AND COPIES 
OF FINAL PERMITS AND FACT SHEET 
CONTACT: Duane Karna at the 

address listed above or telephone (206) 
442-1216. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


1. General Permits and Request for an 
Individual NPDES Permit 

Section 301({a) of the Clean Water Act 
(the Act) provides that the discharge of 
pollutants is unlawful except in 
accordance with the terms of an NPDES 
permit. Under EPA’s regulations (40 CFR 
122.28), EPA may issue a single general 
permit to a category of point sources 
located within the same geographic area 
if the regulated point sources: (1) Involve 
the same or substantially similar types 
of operations; (2) Discharge the same 
types of wastes; (3) Require the same 
effulent limitations or operating 
conditions; (4) Require similar 
monitoring requirements; and (5) In the 
opionion of the Regional Administrator, 
are more appropriately controlled under 
a general permit than under individual 
permits. 

The Regional Administrator of Region 
10 has determined that oil and gas 
facilities operating in the areas 
describedtin these general NPDES 
permits are more: appropriately 
controlled by general permits than by 
individual permits. The decision of the 
Regional Administrator is based on an 
evaluation of the 403(c}Ocean 
Discharge Criteria (45: FR 65942), the: 
applications received for Beaufort Sea 
and Norton Sound, and the Agency’s 
recent permit decisions in ather areas of 
the OCS. 

Any owner or operator authorized to 
discharge under a general permit may 
request to be-excladed from coverage 
under the general permit by applying for 
an individual permit as provided: by 40 
CFR 122.28(b). The: operator shall submit 
an application together with. the reasons 
supporting the:request to: the Regional 
Administrator..A seurce located within 
the general permit areas, excluded. from 
coverage under one of the permits solely 
because it already has an individual 
permit, may request that its individual 
permit be revoked, and: that it. be 
covered by the general permit..Upon 
revocation of the individual permit, the 
general permit shall apply. Procedures 
for modification, revocation, 


termination, and processing of general 
permits are provided by 40: CFR 122.62- 
124.64. As in the case of individual 
permits, violation ef any condition of a 
general permit constitutes a violation of 
the Act enforceable under section 309 of 
the Act. 


Il. Nature of Discharge and Covered 
Facilities 


The final general permits issued today 
authorize the discharge of drilling muds 
and cuttings and associated operational 
wastewaters from exploratory 
operations only, as defined in the 
permits. Exploration facilities are 
included in the Offshore Subcategory of 
the Oil and Gas Extraction Point Source 
Category (40 CFR Part 435). 
Development and production operations 
are not covered by these general 
permits. The general permits do not 
authorize discharges into any wetlands 
adjacent to the territorial waters of the 
State of Alaska or from facilities in the 
Onshore and Coastal Subcategories as 
defimed in 40 CFR 435. 


Ill. Ocean Discharge Criteria 


Section 403 of the Act requires that an 
NPDES permits for a discharge into 
ocean waters be issued in compliance 
with EPA’s guidelines for determining 
the degradation of marine waters. The 
final 403(c) Ocean Discharge Criteria 
guidelines published on October 3, 1980, 
set forth specific criteria for a 
determination of unreasonable 
degradation that must be addressed 
prior to the issuance of an NPDES 
permit. The Ocean Discharge Criteria 
determinations, which evaluate the 
application of these criteria to the 
discharges covered by these general 
permits, are contained’ in the 
administrative records for the permits. 

The Regional Administrator has 
concluded that oil and gas facilities 
operating under the effluent limitations 
and conditions in:these general NPDES 
permits will net cause unreasonable 
degradation of the marine environment 
pursuant te: the Ocean Discharge 
Criteria guidelines. 

Three areas. covered under the 
Beaufort Sea general permit are of 
particular concern. These involve 
discharges to stable ice between the 
mainland shoreline. and the. 2-m.isabath,. 
to shallow water (frem the 2 m to the 5 
m isobath);.and:te the Stefanssen Sound 
Boulder Patch. EPA has determined that 
controlled. discharges of EPA approced 
muds to these areas will not cause 
unreasonable. degradatien of the marine 
environment..Monitoring is required to 
verify that the continued discharge of 
effluents to these areas will not produce 


conditions in the future that would lead 
to unreasonable degradation. 


IV. Conditions in the Final General 
NPDES Permits 


A. Technology-Based Effluent 
Limitations and Other Discharge 
Limitations 


These permits reflect BPT effluent 
limitations for the Offshore Subcategory 
(40 CFR 435). All permits effective or 
issued after July 1, 1984, are required by 
section 301(b)(2) of the Act to contain 
effluent limitations representing “Best 
Available Technology Economically 
Achievable” (BAT) for all categories 
and classes of point sources. Since BAT 
limitations have not been established, 
these permits have an expiration date of 
June 30, 1984, to comply with the-statute. 

BPT guidelines require a “no 
discharge of free oil” limitation for 
discharges associated with exploratory 
drilling operations. This limitation 
requires that a discharge shall not cause 
a film or sheen upon or a discoloration 
on the surface of the water or adjoinig 
shorelines or cause a sludge or emulsion 
to be deposited beneath the surface of 
the. water or upon adjoining shorelines 
(40 CFR Part 435). 

The BPT limitation for sanitary waste 
requires that the concentration of 
chlorine be maintained as close to 1 mg/ 
1 as possible in sanitary waste 
discharges from oil and gas facilities 
housing ten or more persons. 
Additionally, these general permits 
provide that any exploratory drilling 
vessel using an approved marine 
sanitation device that.complies with 
section 312 of the Act shall be in 
compliance with the final permit [40 
CFR 140(2)]. 

In addition to the BPT effluent 
limitations, the: permits include other 
conditions which limit the discharge. of 
toxic substances such as dispersants, 
surfactants, and detergents, and 
particular additives: im drilling muds. 
These general permits do not allow the 
discharge. of any constituent in 
concentrations. which exceed applicable 
marine water quality criteria (45 FR 
79318) after allowance for initial mixing 
(40 CFR 227.29), 

The Beaufort Sea general’ permit 
contains the fellowing operating 
conditions: (1) lm water deeper than:5 m, 
the discharge of drilling muds and 
cuttings is allowed with flow limitations 
and predilution requirements but 
without field monitoring requirements 
(except for the boulder patch), (2}:from 
water depths of 2 to 5 m, the discharge 
of muds and cuttings is allowed with 
flow limitations, predilution and field 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Notices 


monitoring requirements, and (3) from 
the mainland shoreline to water depths 
of 2 m, the discharge of muds and 
cuttings is prohibited during open water 
and unstable or broken ice conditions. 
However, discharges to stable sea ice in 
the 0 to 2 m zone are authorized with 
field monitoring. The justifications for 
the prohibition of discharge in the 0 to 2 
m zone are further discussed in the 
response to comments. The predilution 
requirements and discharge rate 
limitations for the discharge of muds 
and cuttings are designed to provide 
adequate dilution and dispersion of the 
wastes, based on previous field studies, 
and to protect water quality and aquatic 
resources. 

EPA is confronted with a lack of data 
on discharges of drilling muds to the 
shallow areas (0 to 2 m depths). The 
application of technical models is 
limited at these depths. Available data 
indicate that dilution and dispersion 
would generally be limited due to the 
small amount of tidal action and would 
depend mostly on periodic strong winds 
and storms. Thus, there is a significant 
potential for accumulation of drilling 
fluids in these areas. The shoreline 
waters of the Beaufort Sea 0 to 2 m deep 
provide important feeding and migratory 
habitat for a large number of aquatic 
species. Therefore, EPA cannot conclude 
that the discharge of muds and cuttings 
to these shallow receiving waters would 
not cause irreparable harm to the 
environment. 


B. Monitoring and Enforcement 


These general permits require 
dischargers to report quarterly on the 
flow of muds and cuttings, the daily 
results of the laboratory sheen test, the 
PH of test fluids when discharged, and 
the chlorine residual in sanitary waste 
discharges. Monthly flow rate estimates 
are required for deck drainage and 
sanitary and domestic wastes. The 
permittee must maintain a chemical 
inventory of all constituents added 
downhole and their volume. Other 
reports are required for the emergency 
use of non-approved drilling muds. A 
provision has been added for reporting 
the anticipated used of non-approved 
drilling muds and additives, as 
discussed in the response to comments. 

Field monitoring will be required in 
the Beaufort Sea area to assess the fate, 
effects, and persistence of drilling muds 
in shallow water and in the boulder 
patch. Monitoring is to ensure that the 
continued discharge of effluents will not 
cause adverse accumulation or 
environmental impacts in these areas. 


V. Other Legal Requirements 


Oil Spill Requirements: Section 311 of 
the Act prohibits the discharge of oil 
and hazardous materials in harmful 
quantities. Routine discharges 
specifically controlled by these permits 
are excluded from the provisions of 
section 311. However, these permits do 
not preclude the institution of legal 
action or relieve the permittee from any 
responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties 
for other unauthorized discharges of 
toxic pollutants which are covered by 
section 311 of the Act. 

Endangered Species Act: Based on 
information provided by the Federal 
enviromental impact statements 
prepared for each of the lease sale 
areas, EPA has concluded that the 
discharges authorized by these general 
permits will neither jeopardize the 
continued existence of any endangered 
or threatened species nor adversely 
affect its critical habitat. Further, EPA 
has addressed the commemts made by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the National Marine Fisheries Service 


» on the draft permits. EPA will initiate 


consultation should new information 
reveal impacts not previously 
considered, should the activities be 
modified in a manner beyond the scope 
of the original opinion, or should the 
activities affect a newly listed species. 

Coastal Zone Management Act: The 
requirements for State Coastal Zone 
Management review and approval were 
satisfied prior to issuance of these 
general permits. 

State Certification: Since State waters 
are involved in the Beaufort Sea general 
permit, Section 401 provisions of the Act 
were satisfied prior to issuance of this 
permit. 

As discussed in the June 24, 1983, 
notice for these general permits (48 FR 
29050), they will comply also with the 
requirements of the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sancturaries Act, the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. The Office of 
Management and Budget has exempted 
this action from the review requirements 
of Executive Order 12291. 

Economic Impact (Executive Order 
12291): The Office of Management and 


_ Budget (OMB) has exempted this action 


from the review requirement of 
Executive Order 12291 pursuant to 
Section 8(b) of that order. 

Paperwork Reduction Act: EPA has 
reviewed the requirements imposed on 
regulated facilities in these final general 
permits under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. The 
information collection requirements of 
the submissions made for the NPDES 
permit program under the provisions of 


the Clean Water Act. Comments 
received during the public comment 
period on information collection 
requirements contained in the draft 
general permits are addressed in 
Appendix A, Public Comments, of this 
notice. 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act: After 
review of the facts presented in the 
notice of intent printed above, I hereby 
certify, pursuant to the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 605(b), that these general permits 
will not have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
Moreover, it reduces a significant 
administrative burden on regulated 
sources. 

Effective Date: The final NPDES 
general permits issued today are 
effective immediately. Ordinarily, EPA 
would issue these permits and allow 30 
days before making the final permits 
effective. However, EPA may, under 5 
U.S.C. 553(d)(1) make the permits 
effective immediately because it relieves 
a restriction on the regulated community 
by authorizing the discharge of 
pollutants in compliance with its terms. 
Without a permit, discharges of 
pollutants are prohibited under section 
301 of the Clean Water Act. Moreever, 
because the 30-day period between the 
date of issuance and the date of 
effectiveness is provided to afford 
administrative appeal, a procedure 
which is not available for general 
permit, no purpose is served by delaying 
the effective date. 


Dated: November 22, 1983. 
L. Edwin Coate, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 10. 
Appendix A—Public Comments 
Public hearings were held on the Beaufort 
Sea proposed general NPDES permits in 
Barrow, Alaska on July 27-28, 1983 and in 
Anchorage, Alaska on August 1, 1983. Public 
hearings on the Norton Sound proposed 
general NPDES permit were held in Nome, 
Alaska on-July 29, 1983 and in Anchorage, 
Alaska on August 2, 1983. Numerous 
comments were submitted to EPA during 
these public hearings and within the public 
comment period which closed on August 15, 
1983. The following individuals testified 
during the hearing: 
Tom Albert, North Slope Borough 
JoAnn L. Loncar, North Slope Borough 
Warren O. Matumeak, North Slope Borough 
George Divoky, University of Alaska 
Tim Holder, City of Nome 
Robert Okitkun, Kotlik City Council 
Martin Okitkun, Kotlik City Council 
William D. Maer, Alaska Oil and Gas 
Association 
G.D. Sharma, University of Alaska 
Richard C. Miller Northern Technical 
Services 
Robert C. Ayers, Jr., Exxon Company, USA 
Jeffrey M. Eustis, Trustees for Alaska 





Ken Hamm, Nunam Kitlutsisti 
David Benton, Friends of the Earth. 


The following parties responded with 
written comments during the public comment 
period: 

Alaska Oil and Gas Association 

US. Fish and Wildlife Service 

City of Nome 

Bering Straits Coastal Resource Service Area 

Board 
Calista Corporation 
Conoco, Inc. 

North Slope Borough 

Kawerak, Inc. 

Unalakleet Native Corporation 
Phillips Petroleum Company 
Texaco, USA 

Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
Chevron, USA, Inc. 

ARCO Alaska, Inc. 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Exxon Company, USA 

Trustees for Alaska 

NOAA, Office of Ocean and Coastal 

Resource Management 
State of Alaska, Department of 
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The following party submitted comments 
which were mailed and received after the 
public comment period, which ended on 
August 15, 1983: 


Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 


Significant comments presented during the 
public comment period and at the public 
hearings were reviewed by EPA and 
considered in the formulation of the final 
decision regarding the proposed permits. Our 
responses to the comments are as follows: 

Comment: Several oil companies and their 
trade association expressed concern for 
Region 10's approach in issuing separate 
general permits for each lease sale area. They 
believe that ample data are available to 
support a single general NPDES permit for all 
Alaskan offshore waters. 

Response: We have concluded that 
information is not available at this time to 
address the Ocean Discharge Criteria (40 
CFR 125.122) requirements for a single 
general permit for the entire Alaskan outer 
continental shelf (OCS). Further, we believe 
the significantly different environmental 
conditions on the Alaskan OCS cannot be 
adequately addressed by the effluent 
limitations, operating conditions and 
monitoring requirements of a single permit. 
The administrative and compliance 
requirements of such a permit would be 
unmanageable. However, after completing 
seven separate Ocean Discharge Criteria 
Evaluations for lease areas off the North 
Slope, in the Bering Sea and off Alaska's 
south coast, we believe general permits can 
be prepared that would include two or more 
lease sale areas with similar environmental 
conditions. We are proceeding with this 
approach for lease sales in the Beaufort and 
Bering Seas. 

Comment: The permit should more fully 
describe the decision criteria for requiring 
monitoring. 

Response: The decision criteria fur 
monitoring is a subject of the Ocean 


Discharge Criteria evaluation process, not the 
permit. The permit reflects the findings of the 
evaluation. The Ocean Discharge Criteria 
may require monitoring in two cases. It may 
be required (1) to verify that continued 
discharges will not cause unreasonable 
degradation, or (2) to collect data required to 
make a determination of unreasonable 
degradation if there is insufficient 
information prior to permit issuance. 

Comment: EPA should develop a simple 
mechanism for reissuing the permits after or 
extending the permits beyond the June 30, 
1984, expiration date mandated by section 
301(b)(2) the Clean Water Act. 

Response: At present we have no simple 
legal mechanisms for reissuing or extending 
these permits since they will have to be 
modified to reflect guidelines for best 
available technology economically 
achievable (BAT) after June 30, 1984. BAT 
guidelines are scheduled to be proposed in 
late 1983 or early 1984.-Prior to the permit 
expiration date, we plan to evaluate the 
proposed regulations and to reissue these 
permits, incorporating our best professional 
judgment for the application of BAT 
requirements. 

Comment: Will the permits be continued 
under the authority of Section 9{(b) of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. 
558(c) if EPA is unable to formally renew, 
extend or reissue these permits by June 30, 
1984? 

Response: Individual permits can be 
continued under the authority of APA. 
However, the provisions of this Act do not 
authorize EPA to continue general NPDES 
permits in a similar manner. The general 
permit does not require the permittee to 
submit an NPDES application, which is 
needed if the permit is to be continued under 
the APA. 

Comment: The discharge rate and 
predilution requirements in both permits are 
excessive and unnecessary. 

Response: The discharge rate and 
predilution options for waters deeper that 10 
m are presently being reevaluated by Region 
10. We expect to complete this evaluation 
and apply the findings to the first generation 
of the BAT permits. Until the reevaluation is 
completed the requirements in the permit 
constitute our best professional judgement of 
what is needed in these areas to ensure 
adequate effluent dilution in the water 
column and to aid in the dispersion of the 
waste solids. As noted in the administrative 
record, we are particularly concerned about 
those areas inside of the barrier island. From 
our knowledge of offshore operations, we do 
not believe the effulent limitations are 
excessive. 

Comment: Formal clarification was 
requested on whether Region 10 will prohibit 
the discharge of an entire drilling mud system 
to which a diesel “pill” has been added and 
then removed, along with appropriate “buffer 
zones” of contaminated mud. 

Response: EPA has not determined if a 
mud system is acceptable for discharge afier 
the diesel “pill” and a “buffer zone” of 
contaminated mud have been removed. No 
information is available on the degree to 
which the remaining mud system is 
contaminated with diesel. Conversely, recent 
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studies have been completed which indicate 
that “generic muds” containing what appears 
to be diesel have toxicities significantly 
greater than those reported for the 
uncontaminated mud. Therefore, until we 
have adequate information on the efficiency 
of the removal operation for diesel and 
contaminated mud, the Region's position is 
that the discharge of a mud system which 
contained a diesel “pill” is prohibited. 

Comment: The laboratory (static) sheen 
test is too conservative and may give a 
positive result with a drilling mud that 
contains no oil. Also, clarification is needed 
on the static sheen test protocol, as discussed 
by the Offshore Operators Committee (OOC) 
in their August 2, 1983, comments to EPA, 
Headquarters. 

Response: Preliminary EPA results indicate 
that the static sheen test will not produce a 
sheen with EPA-approved muds containing 
no added oil. Therefore, EPA does not agree 
that the static sheen test is too conservative, 
especially in the absence of any other data 
which indicate positive results with no added 
oil. We expect that this test will be a practial 
method for the detection of free oil, especially 
for conditions of sea-ice cover and stormy 
weather. If the static sheen test is positive 
during routine daily discharges, the permittee 
is required to conduct additional analyses to 
detect the presence of diesel oil as a 
contaminant. This additional analysis will 
also serve to provide a backup analysis to 
verify the results of the static sheen test 
when positive results are obtained. 

Region 10 has written clarification on the 
particular aspects of the static sheen test 
protocol that were addressed by the OOC in 
their earlier comments to EPA, Washington, 
D.C. This written clarification will serve as 
the regional guidance on the use of the test 
protocol until such time that national 
guidance becomes available. Final EPA 
recommendations of the static sheen test 
protocol are expected in early 1984 as part of 
the development of effluent guidelines for the 
offshore subcategory of the oil and gas 
extraction industry. 

Comment: Testing for oil and grease 
concentrations does not seem particularly 
appropriate for mud and cuttings discharges. 
Since the effluent guidelines address only the 
discharge of free oil and its potential for 
creating a sheen or flim, there does not seem 
to be a basis for establishing a limitation on 
the residual oi! that is tightly bound to the 
particulates in the absence of any showing of 
potential harm. 

Response: We are concerned about the 
potential environmental impacts caused by 
residual oil that is tightly bound to 
particulates. However, we chose not to 
include numeric limits on oil and grease in 
addition to the requirements for determining 
no discharge of free oil or diesel oil. This 
decision was based on a number of 
considerations, including the limitations of 
the analytical teachnique, the nature of the 
operations covered by the general permit and 
the applicable BPT effluent guidelines. 

The general permits contain a requirement 
for analysis of total extractable oil and 
grease as a condition of the section 401 
certification by the State of Alaska. The State 
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has imposed this requirement only under 
particular conditions and only in State waters 
in order to assess the amount of particulate- 
bound oil and grease. 

Comment: The heavy metals analyses 
required by the permits represent 
unnecessary data gathering for which the 
Agency will have little use. 

Response: The mental analyses are to 
ensure that the “generic” muds discharged 
during drilling operations on the Alaska OCS 
are comparable to those used in other OOC 
areas. Further, the analysis is needed to 
determine the discharge concentrations of the 
metals which will be analyzed during the 
field monitoring programs required by certain 
permit conditions. After sufficient data have 
been collected, the requirement will be 
reduced or dropped by the Regional 
Administrator, depending on the results of 
prior analyses and case-by-case evaluations 
of drilling operations. 

Comment: The sediment monitoring 
requirement in the Norton Sound permit is 
excessive and unnecessary. 

Response: The monitoring would be 
required for only one facility that is located 
in less than 20 m of water and only if there 
are discharges of drilling muds and cuttings 
during the winter when unstable or broken 
ice conditions are present. The Region is 
concerned about the fate and persistence of 
discharged muds and cuttings during the 
winter when reduced current velocities are 
expected to occur. This information is needed 
to confirm the Agency's conclusions 
regarding compliance with the Section 403c 
criteria and as a basis for future permit 
decisions. We do not consider a monitoring 
requirement for single facility to be 
excessive. 

Comment: There is an over-reliance on a 
too sparse data base regarding the likely fate 
and effects of drilling discharges into the 
Alaska Beaufort Sea. 

Response: We agree that limited fate and 
effects information is available for shallow 
water discharges. As a result, extensive 
monitoring programs are required by the 
permits. We have concluded that further 
information is needed to assess the impact of 
discharges on water, sediment and, where 
appropriate, biologicial quality in the 
Beaufort Sea and Norton Sound. 

Comment: The proposed monitoring for 
Zone 2 (2-5 m water depth), the Boulder 
Patch and for areas containing “significant 
biological communities” in the Beaufort Sea 
permit is unnecessary and should not be 
required. 

Response: Only a few field studies are 
available on the fate and effect of drilling 
muds and cuttings discharged to shallow 
water in the Beaufort Sea. These studies 
involve discharge volumes that are less than 
30% of the solids expected from a single well. 
Therefore, we believe they have limited 
applicability in making projections on the 
impacts associated with multiple-well 
discharges in a localized area. Further, no 
open water or below-ice studies have been 
conducted in less than 5 m of water. Some 
information is available on the effects of 
gravel island construction in the Boulder 
Patch, but fate and effect studies for 
discharged drilling muds and cuttings are 


lacking entirely for this area. Therefore, 
monitoring is required to verify that effluent 
discharges to these areas will not produce 
conditions in the future that would lead to 
unreasonable degradation. 

Comment: The definition of “significant 
biological communities” in the Beaufort Sea 
permit is too restrictive. It does not appear to 
include overwintering areas for fish. 

Response: The definition is intended to 
cover “boulder patches” which may be 
discovered by the environmental surveys 
required of the permittees by the MMS. 
Below-ice overwintering habitats for fish, 
which would require more restrictive effluent 
limitations, have not been identified in the 
area covered by the permit. If future 
information shows that an exploration 
operation will locate in an area containing 
unique, susceptible or sensitive resources and 
the general permit requirements do not 
adequately protect these resources or 
habitats, EPA will request that an individual 
permit be obtained so the operation can be 
properly regulated. 

Comment: A monitoring program is needed 
to document the initial deposition and long- 
term resuspension and transport of 
discharged solids in the Beaufort Sea. 

Response: We concur. Monitoring of the 
initial deposition will be included, where 
possible, in the monitoring requirements 
contained in the Beaufort Sea permit. 
However, prior to initiating a long-term 
resuspension and transport monitoring 
program, we want to be certain the quantity 
of material released can be tracked on a long- 
term basis. Past discharges of limited 
quantities of drilling mud in the Beaufort Sea 
have not been detectable beyond the near- 
field area. 

Comment: A commenter did not support 
the general permit conditions allowing 
unmonitored discharges in water deeper than 
5 m in the Beaufort Sea. The fate of 
discharges in this area inside of the barrier 
islands should be more carefully assessed. 

Response: The permit identifies four areas 
where comprehensive monotoring will be 
required for discharges of drilling muds and 
cuttings inside of the barrier islands. Two of 
these monitoring requirements will be for 
discharges which will likely be to waters 
deeper than 5 m. Until we gain further 
information from these and other ongoing 
studies, we do not believe it is appropriate to 
require a separate monitoring program for all 
operations inside the barrier islands. 

Comment: Concern was expressed for the 
“open-endedness” of the monitoring 
programs in the Beaufort Sea permit. 

Response: It was not intended that all 
permittees would have to monitor if they 
operate in an area requiring monitoring. 
Ideally a single comprehensive, coordinated, 
and properly designed environmental 
monitoring program should be planned and 
conducted in each area of interest. The extent 
to which discharges to each area of interest 
will be studied, however, depends on the 
siting plans for exploration. To ensure that 
unnecessary and duplicative monitoring 
studies are avoided, all monitoring programs 
would be coordinated with other federal and 
state agencies and industry. 

Comment: The “no discharge zone” from 
the mainland shoreline to the 2-meter isobath 


in the Beaufort Sea permit is not supported 
by a finding of unreasonable degradation for 
discharges in this area in the ODCE for the 
permit. 

Response: Clearly, there is insufficient 
information either from field or laboratory 
studies to determine prior to permit issuance 
that there will be no unreasonable 
degradation of the marine environment for 
discharges to the 0-2 m area. Further, there is 
no information by which the Region can 
make a determination that a discharge to the 
0-2 m area will or will not cause irreparable 
harm. Field studies on dilution and dispersion 
in open water have not been conducted in 
this area. The shallowest open water study in 
the Beaufort Sea was in approximately 6 m of 
water, and it involved a very limited (500 bbl) 
discharge volume. Further, the other tools 
(e.g., physical and numerical models) used to 
evaluate discharges in deeper water either 
can not be used in such shallow water due to 
limitations in the model or lack of field 
verificaton. Therefore, the Region will 
prohibit discharges to the 0-2 m area and 
require an extensive monitoring effort on the 
fate and effects of discharges to the 2-5 m 
area. We believe this approach is reasonabie 
considering that aquatic resources in shallow 
water may be significantly impacted due to 
the reduced water volume (depth) available 
for dilution and dispersion of drilling muds. 

Comment: Strong objections were received 
on the draft permit provision which allows 
on-ice discharge in Zone 1 (0-2 m water 
depth). Since this ice does not move, drilling 
muds and cuttings discharged in this area 
may enter very shallow water during 
breakup. 

Response: We agree there is insufficient 
informatior. on the fate of drilling muds and 
cuttings discharged on-ice inside of the 2 m 
isobath. One possibe exception may be 
discharges on ice influenced by river runoff 
in the spring. Field studies in 1 to 1.7 m of 
water off the Sagavanirktok River showed 
that extensive above-ice flooding dispensed 
drilling effluents prior to breakup. These 
studies, however, involved only about 1100 
and 2200 bbl of drilling effluent. To provide a 
more complete data base for analysis, the 
Agency will require a monitoring program to 
evaluate discharges in areas both within and 
outside the influence of rivers. This 
additional requirement has been added to the 
Beaufort Sea permit in Part II A.1.a.(2). 

Comment: It was suggested that monitoring 
be required of representative exploration 
facilities for compliance with water quality 
criteria within and beyond any proposed 
mixing zone. 

Response: Monitoring of potential water 
quality impacts is planned for shallow water 
discharges in the Beaufort Sea. The scope of 
these studies will be developed by EPA after 
coordination with interested State and 
Federal resource agencies and industry. 

Comment: Discharges during the period of 
freeze-up should be restricted so as not to 
reduce light penetration through the ice and 
therefore reduce primary production. 

Response: Several reports are avalilable 
that indicate considerable natural bottom 
sediments may become incorporated within 
the ice during freeze-up. For example, 





estimates of 1000 m*/km? for the average 
natural sediment concentration in ice have 
been reported. Depending on weather 
conditions at freeze-up, natural sediment can 
be present in ice over a wide area. In 
comparision, the total solids released during 
an exploration well where the discharge 
occurs over several months is about 1000 m*. 
Any incremental effects on primary 
production caused by solids discharged on or 
in ice from oil and gas exploration operations 
appears to be insignificant. 

Comment: A monitoring program is needed 
to study the fate of on-ice discharges in 
Norton Sound. 

Response: The dominant direction of ice 
movement in the lease area is reported to be 
to the southwest and into deeper water. More 
than adequate dilution and dispersion should 
occur as the muds are slowly released as the 
ice flows breakup and melt. Therefore, we 
have concluded that a monitoring effort is not 
appropriate. 

Comment: Concern was expressed that 
discharges of drilling muds in Norton Sound 
(Lease Sale 57) may be transported onshore, 
particularly during storm surges, and impact 
Yukon Delta aquatic resources. 

Response: After considering the nature and 
volume of the discharges associated with 
exploration drilling and that the lease area is 
at least 12 miles offshore, we do not believe 
that significant amounts of drilling muds, if 
any, will be transported onto the Yukon 
Delta. Some materials may be transported 
laterally along isobaths with the cyclonic 
currents in this area, but the net sediment 
movement for delta areas is usually offshore. 

Comment: Several commenters believed 
that is is not appropriate to use the results of 
field studies from other OCS areas in making 
projections on the fate and effects of drilling 
mud discharges in Norton Sound. 

Response: By evaluating a number of field 
studies representing a range of conditions, we 
, can predict the general fate and effectes of 
drilling muds discharged under similar 
conditions. The main parameters which 
determine the fate and effects of the 
discharge include the discharge composition, 
flow rate, duration, hydrographic 
characteristics of the receiving water, and the 
composition and vulnerability of the 
biological communities. The expected 
conditions for open water discharge in 
Norton Sound are similar in may respects to 
those encountered in other field studies. 
Further, a comprehensive mud dispersion 
study was recently completed at ARCO’s 
COST well No. 2 in Norton Sound. Therefore, 
we have concluded that results from these 
studies can be used to evaluate discharges 
covered by this permit. The exception where 
EPA believes that additional information is 
required is for discharges during the winter 
shallow areas (less than 20 m). The general 
permit requires a sediment monitoring 
program if such discharges occur. 

Comment: Baseline studies should be 
conducted on heavy metal concentrations in 
benthic organisms near proposed discharges 
to monitor levels of bioaccumulation 
throughout the period of exploratory 
operations. 

Response: Except for biologically sensitive 
areas, the Regional approach for field 


monitoring will be to focus on the fate of 
discharged muds and cuttings. Existing 
studies related to bioaccumulation of heavy 
metals from drilling muds suggest that 
bioaccumulation does not appear to be a 
problem during exploratory drilling. 
Therefore, we believe future monitoring 
efforts for exploration activities should 
initially focus on accurately defining the 
areal extent of any heavy metal 
contamination of the sediments. This 
information will allow us to obtain a clear 
understanding of what is available for 
bioaccumulation prior to initiating areawide 
studies on metals concentrations in benthic 
organisms. 

In biologically sensitive areas 
bioaccumulation monitoring may be required 
concurrent with fate monitoring, depending 
on the nature of the discharge and the 
resources potentially impacted. 

Comment: Several native groups were 
concerned about the potential for 
contamination of food chain organisms, 
particularly species eventually consumed by 
humans. 

Response: EPA has evaluated this concern 
in the Ocean Discharge Criteria Evaluations 
for the Norton Sound, the Beaufort Sea and 
other lease sale areas. We have concluded 
that at the currently known levels of 
accumulation in marine species and at the 
levels found as a result of exploration drilling 
activities, the discharges authorized by these 
general permits are not expected to result in 
health or environmental hazards due to 
bioaccumulation. 

Comment: In Norton Sound, further studies 
on water circulation and tides are needed to 
determine the extent of the transport and 
persistence of discharged drilling muds. 

Response: Ocean Discharge Criteria 
Evaluation for Lease Sale 57 contains 
adequate data on the circulation and tides in 
Norton Sound to predict that drilling muds 
discharged under most conditions will not 
persist in large accumulations over time. 
During most of the year, the lease sale area in 
Norton Sound is a dynamic, erosional 
environment where currents and storm 
generated waves are expected to resuspend 
and disperse drilling muds. However, we do 
agree that further field studies are needed for 
discharges during winter unstable or broken 
ice conditions. This requirement is 
summarized in Appendix A of the Norton 
Sound permit. 

Comment: The permit does not clearly 
define what types of wells are exploratory. 
Delineation wells appear to be included in 
the definition. 

Response: Exploration activities have been 
further defined, with a limit of no more than 
five wells at a single site. Delineation wells 
may be included in this tota! if they are 
needed to define the nature of potential 
hydrocarbon reserves. 

Comment: Limiting exploration activities to 
five wells at a single site serves no purpose 
since there are practical constraints on how 
many wells can be drilled at one location in a 
given year. 

Response: Limiting the number of 
exploration wells allows for the control and, 
if needed, further monitoring of the 
discharges from exploration activities. Our 
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overriding concern is that an adequate 
hazard assessment is lacking for a multi-well 
discharge at a single site, particularly in 
shallow water. We have concluded that this 
approach is reasonable and necessary for the 
Agency to properly evaluate the impacts 
associated with these discharges. 

Comment: Maximum number of wells 
authorized at a single site during exploratory 
drilling should be limited to three wells. Any 
wells beyond that number should require 
environmental monitoring. 

Response: For the purposes of coverage by 
the permits, the Region has determined that 
exploration at a single site should be limited 
to no more than five wells. Limiting 
exploration drilling to fewer than five wells 
would seriously reduce the effectiveness of 
the general permits without accomplishing a 
significantly increased degree of 
environmental protection. Nonetheless, the 
monitoring programs required in the permits 
will likely evaluate discharges of two to five 
wells at a single location. 

Comment: No basis exists for EPA to 
conclude that a particular number of wells at 
a site would result in no unreasonable 
degradation. 

Response: We used our best professional 
judgement in establishing the five well 
limitation for exploration operations. In the 
areas where we have concern for the fate and 
effect of drilling mud discharges, 
environmental monitoring programs would be 
initiated for discharges involving less than 
five wells. Through these monitoring efforts, 
we will gain more definitive information on 
what level of discharges may cause 
unreasonable degradation in a particular 
habitat. 

Comment: Provisions should be added to 
the permits to allow for the anticipated use of 
non-approved drilling muds and additives. 

Response: Region 10 concurs that such 
provisions would be useful and, in fact, 
preferred over the provisions for emergency 
use and discharge in the permits. New 
sections for “anticipated discharge” have 
been added at Part II A.1.c.(9) and Part Il 
A.1,j., respectively, in the Bearfort Sea and 
Norton Sound permits. 

Comment: The toxic effects of the acids in 
test fluids should be evaluated. 

Response: Additional effluent limitations 
which address this concern have been added 
at Part II A.3.b. in each permit. 

Comment: The permit does not address the 
presence of dissolved hydrocarbons in 
formation waters. The permit should require 
testing for the presence of dissolved 
hydrocarbons and a prohibition of their 
discharge. 

Response: Formation (produced) waters 
have been addressed in each permit at Part Il 
A.3.c. The discharge of these waters is 
prohibited. 

Comment: The approved drilling.muds and 
additives list in the permits is antiquated and 
needs to be expanded based on the 
experience of other EPA regional offices. 

Response: Clearly, the current approved 
muds list is useful since it encompasses the 
majority of water-based mud types used by 
industry. However, if permittees expect to 
use non-approved muds, they should request 
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approval through the permit provisions for 
“anticipated discharge” of non-approved 
drilling muds or additive. Permittees may 
submit data previously submitted to other 
EPA Regions for regional approval; however, 
additional information may be required. 
Region 10 cannot automatically expand the 
approved drilling muds list based on 
experience in other regions since specific 
environmental concerns will vary with each 
geographical area. 

Comment: The Regional Administrator 
needs more flexibility in deciding whether to 
require bioassays on muds to which a non- 
approved additive has been added. The 
determining factor should be the toxicity of 
the additive. 

Response: There is flexibility in the 
bioassay requirements for non-approved 
muds and additives under the “anticipated 
discharge” provisions which have been 
added to each permit. Most new muds or 
additives should be considered under these 
provisions rather than under those for 
“emergency use” which may be considered 
less flexible. 

Comment: Justification is unclear why 
bioassays are required only after a non- 
approved drilling mud or additive has been 
discharged for over 24 hours. Is the 24 hour ~~ 
measurement continuous or cumulative? 

Response: The “emergency use” provisions 
which authorize this discharge are intended 
to allow the permittee to maintain or regain 
control of drilling operations in situations 
were loss of control is imminent and poses an 
immediate and clear danger to human health 
and the surrounding environment. A 
continuous measurement would apply for the 
24-hour period. The requirement had been 
further defined by requiring bioassays if 
discharges occur on more than three separate 
days regardless of the duration of the 
discharge. We do not believe that it is 
reasonable to automatically require 
bioassays for discharges less than the 
continuous 24-hour or 3-day periods. 

Comment: There is no justification for 
prohibiting the stockpiling of drilling muds 
during the winter for later discharge to open 
water. 

Response: Disposal of drilling muds and 
cuttings on stable ice is the environmentally 
preferred method of disposal during winter 
drilling operations. However, stockpiling of 
muds and cuttings for subsequent open water 
disposal is allowed when advanced stages of 
sea-ice breakup in the spring prohibit 
disposal on ice. We understand, from 
information presented by industry, that it is 
economically and logistically prohibitive to 
stockpile muds and cuttings during the winter 
on an artificial island. Therefore, we do not. 
consider this requirement to be unreasonable 

Comment: It was suggested that EPA 
require on-ice or onshore disposal of drilling 
muds and cuttings whenever possible. 
Further, in-water discharges to special or 
sensitive aquatic areas should be prohibited. 

Response: The permits do require on-ice 
disposal if stable ice is present during the 
winter. Onshore disposal (or no onsite 
discharge) may be required (1) if the impacts 
associated with onsite discharge are 
unacceptable (i.e., caused unreasonable 
degradation of the marine environment), or 


(2) if insufficient information is available to 
make the determination concerning 
unreasonable degradation and onshore 
disposal is a reasonable alternative. These 
determinations are a function of the Ocean 
Discharge Criteria Evaluation (ODCE). 
Through the ODCE process, we have 
identified shallow water (0, to 2 m in depth) 
as a sensitive aquatic area where discharges 
are prohibited. Discharges to other special or 
sensitive areas will require environmental 
monitoring. 

Comment: The effluent limitations in the 
Beaufort Sea permit using the proposed depth 
criteria should be satisfactory for exposed 
waters, but they may not be adequate for 
semi-enclosed waters. 

Response: We share the concern that all 
discharges of drilling muds and cuttings to 
semi-enclosed waters need to be regulated 
such that adequate dilution and dispersion 
occurs after discharge. Considering the 
dilution and dispersion studies reviewed in 
the Ocean Discharge Criteria Evaluation for 
this lease area, we expect that the discharges 
will not cause unacceptable water quality or 
aquatic resource impacts to occur. 
Nonetheless, the general permit does require 
the permittee to provide EPA with a 
description, location and water depth of 
proposed operations 60 days prior to the 
initiation of discharges. If a proposed 
exploration operation is located in an area 
having unacceptable flushing characteristics, 
we can request that the permittee obtain an 
individual permit, which would have effluent 
limitations and operating conditions more 
restrictive than the general permit. 

Comment: Drilling muds and cuttings 
discharged inside the barrier islands in the 
Beaufort Sea may not be dispersed and could 
accumulate in deeper lagoon areas. A long- 
term buildup of toxic components could 
occur. 

Response: We believe the solids for drilling 
muds and cuttings from exploration 
operations near or in lagoonal areas inside 
the barrier islands will be adequately 
dispersed during the open water period. 
Periodic storms produce erosional forces that 
are very active on and inside of the barrier 
islands. The storms generate significant 
tubulence and produce bottom currents that 
can resuspend and transports and-size 
sediments. We do not believe the limited 
amount of solids released by exploration 
operations under the proposed permit 
conditions will cause a buildup of toxic 
components to occur. 

Comment: The permits neglect to specify 
how enforcement of permit conditions will 
occur. If EPA is going to grant such major 
permits, it must have a well-defined and 
adequate plan for on-site inspections to 
ensure compliance with the terms of the 
permits. 

Response: It is not within the scope of 
these NPDES permits to rigidly define the 
way in which enforcement shall occur. 
Should formal enforcement be required, it 
will be conducted in accordance with 
established procedures; either administrative, 
civil or criminal. We routinely target facilities 
for compliance verification inspections. The 
criteria used to select these facilities 
includes: the date of last compliance 


inspection, compliance history (with permit 
terms and previous inspections), relative 
impact of the facility's discharge to the 
receiving water. and maximization of the 
inspector's time {i-e., geographic grouping of 
facilities). Additionally, EPA and the 
Department of Interior, Minerals 
Management Service, are developing a joint 
agreement which would provide for MMS 
involvement in the EPA compliance program. 

Comment: A commenter urged the federal 
government to monitor the discharges rather 
than allow self-monitoring by the permittees. 

Response: In passing the Clean Water Act 
into law, the Congress of the United States, 
expressly contemplated a self-monitoring 
system for inclusion in NPDES permits issued 
under that Act. Self-monitoring has been 
required in NPDES permits since the early 
1970's and has proved an effective, viable 
means of ascertaining compliance with 
applicable effluent limits. The false reporting 
of self-monitored information can carry 
significant penalties, both civil and criminal. 
The accuracy of the reports is verified during 
on-site inspection conducted by EPA 
personnel. 

Comment: The general; permits will require 
dischargers to report monthly on the daily 
maximum and monthly average discharge 
flows of muds and cuttings, the daily 
laboratory sheen test, and the chlorine in 
sanitary waste discharges. These strict 
reporting requirements will have no 
environmental benefits and will greatly 
increase the paperwork burden of the 
permittee. 

Response: The reporting requirements of 
these permits are quarterly, not monthly as is 
the case for individual NPDES permits. As 
such, we believe this represents a reduction 
in paperwork and maintains a reporting 
requirement appropriate for environmentally 
sensitive frontier oil and gas exploration 
areas. 

Comment: It is recommended that EPA 
acknowledge that other Federal requirements 
related to the discharge of muds and cuttings 
exist (i.e., Department of Interior's Lease 
Stipulation No. 6) and include rationale to 
support or reconcile differences between the 
lease stipulation and EPA's discharge 
limitation based upon water depth. 

Response: EPA acknowledges that oil and 
gas exploration activities are also controlled 
by the Department of Interior's lease 
stipulations. However, under Sections 402 
and 403 of the Clean Water Act, EPA has 
primary responsibility for developing NPDES 
permit conditions. The rationale for permit 
conditions was developed through the Ocean 
Discharge Criteria Evaluation process 
required by Section 403 of the Act. 

Comment: The use of bagged muds and 
cuttings for fill or armoring of man-made 
islands should be prohibited. 

Response: The permits issued by EPA 
regulate the discharge of drilling muds and 
cuttings to offshore waters. If these materials 
are used as fill or for erosion protection in 
island construction, their use should be 
regulated by the permit process administered 
by the U.S. Corps of Engineers. 

Comment: The draft document on the fate 
and effects of discharged drilling muds and 





cuttings prepared by the Marine Board of the 
National Academy of Sciences should be 
considered before EPA finalizes these 


permits. 

Response: Although we have a pre-draft 
copy of the National Academy of Sciences 
report, it is not available for citation at this 
time. The conclusions which we have 
reached in drafting the permits, however, are 
in accordance with the findings of the report. 
[Permit No.: AKG281000] 


General NPDES Permit, US. Environmental 


Authorization To Discharge Under the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System, for Offshore Oil and Gas Exploration 
and Cost Wells 


In compliance with the provisions of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as 
amended, (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.: the “Act”’), 
the following discharges are authorized: 
Drilling Mud (Discharge 001), 

Drill Cuttings and Washwater (Discharge 
002), 

Deck Drainage (Discharge 003), 

Sanitary Wastes (Discharge 004), 

Domestic Wastes (Discharge 005), 

Desalinization Unit Wastes (Discharge 006), 

Blowout Preventer Fluid (Discharge 007}, 

Boiler Blowdown (Discharge 008), 

Fire Control System Test Water (Discharge 
009), 

Non-Contact Cooling Water (Discharge 010), 

Uncontaminated Ballast Water (Discharge 
011), 

Uncentaminated Bilge Water (Discharge 012), 

Excess Cement Slurry (Discharge 013), 

Mud, Cuttings, Cement at Ocean Floor 
(Discharge 014), 

Test Fluids (Discharge 015). 

From offshore oil and.gas exploratory 

facilities (defined in 40‘CFR Part 435, Subpart 

A), to receiving waters named Norton Sound, 

in Accordance with effluent limitations, 

monitoring and reporting requirements and 

other conditions set forth in Parts I, I, and III 

hereof. 

Offshore permittees who fail to submit to 
the Regional Administrator a request to be 
covered by this general permit as described 
in Part I are not authorized to discharge to 
the specified waters unless an individual 
permit hes been issued to the facility by EPA, 
Region 10. 

The authorized discharge sites include afl 
lease parcels offered for lease by the 
Minerals Management Service during Federal 
Lease Sale 57. 

In accordance with regulations 
promulgated under section 403 {(40 CFR 
125.123(d){4)] of the Clean Water Act, this 
permit shall be modified or revoked at any 
time if, on the basis of any new data, the 
Regional Administator determines that 
continued discharges may cause 
unreasonable degradation of the marine 
environment. Permit modification or 
revocation will be conducted in accordance 
with 40 CFR 122.62, 122.63, and 124.64. 

This permit does not authorize discharges 
from “new sources” as defined in 40 CFR 
122.2. 


This permit shall become effective on 
December 7, 1983. 


This permit and the authorization to 
discharge shall expire at midnight, June 30, 
1984. 

Signed this 22, day of November 1983. 
Ernesta B. Barnes, 

Regional Administrator, Region 10. 


Part I—Notification Requirements 


A. Request To Be Covered 


Written request to be covered by this 
permit including the name and address of 
permittee, and the description, location and 
water depth of the operations and discharges 
shall be provided to the Regional 
Administrator of EPA Region 10 at least sixty 
(60) days prior to initiation of discharges. The 
60-day notification requirement may be 
waived for those permittees who notify EPA 
during the public comment period on the draft 
permit. The permittee shall be the owner/ 
operator of the exploratory drilling facility. 
However, the lessee may become the 
permittee after submitting a certification that 
the lessee assumes responsibility for 
compliance with the general permit. This 
certification shall be made in writing, to the 
Regional Administrator, prior to 
commencement of the operation. The lessee 
may make certification for all of its leases in 
a single request for coverage to assume 
responsibility for compliance with this 
general permit. However, such action taken 
by the lessee does not remove the 
responsibility of the owner or the operator for 
compliance with this general permit. In order 
to receive coverage by the genera! permit, the 
permittee shail receive notification from EPA 
that coverage has been granted. 


B. Commencement of Operations 


No less than fourteen (14) days prior to 
initiation of discharges from a new or 
existing well at an authorized discharge site 
the permittee shall provide to the Regional 
Administrator written notification of such 
actions. The notification shall include the 
parcel number, water depth and exact 
coordinates of the new site and the initial 
date and expected duration of drilling 
activities at the site. 


C. Exploratory Drilling Sites Requiring 
Environmental Surveys 


All exploratory drilling operators that 
locate within the area covered by this general 
permit shall submit to the Regional 
Administrator copies of any environmental 
surveys required ‘by the Regional DMMOFO 
(Deputy Minerals Manager, Offshore Field 
Operations), Minerals Management Service 
(MMS) for the identification and protection of 
biological pepulations or habitats. The survey 
results shall be submitted to EPA at the same 
time they are sent to MMS. 


D. Termination 


The permittee shall notify the Regional 
Administrator within thirty (30) days of each 
well completion at an authorized discharge 
site. 


E. Submission Requirements 


Reports and notifications required herein 
shall be submitted to the following address: 
Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 10—Water Permits 
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& Compliance Branch M/S 513, Seattle; 
Washington 98101. 


Part 0 


A. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring 
Requirements 


1. During the period beginning on the date 
of commencement of operations, as specified 
in written notification pursuant to Part I B. of 
this permit, and lasting through June 30, 1984, 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from 
outfall serial numbers 001 (Drilling Muds) and 
002 (Drill Cuttings and Washwater) as 
specified below. 

a. Open Water—(1) Such discharges shall 
be limited and monitored by the permittee as 
follows: 


tory 
(static). 


Estimate .... 





'For mud change-over or end-of-well bulk discharges, the 
maximum discha rate shall not exceed 3,000 "Bois /hr. 
including any predilutant seawater. 

‘For the purpose of this permit, exploratery drilling is 
limited to no more than five wells at a single drilling site. 


(2) Additional requirements applicable to 
facilities operating in water depths of 20 
meters or less are as follows: 

i. The discharge shall be diluted prior to 
discharge at a ratio of 9 parts seawater to 1 
part drilling muds and/or cuttings. 

ii. The discharge shall be released no 
deeper than 2 meters below the surface of the 
receiving waters. 

b. Winter Drilling—{1) The discharge of 
drilling muds and cuttings shall be limited to 
above-ice locetiens whenever possible. Care 
shall be taken to avoid sea-ice cracking and 
major stress fracturing. When the discharge 
is released above stable ice cover, such 
discharges shall be limited and monitored by 
the permittee as follows: 


(2) If the effluent cannot be discharged onto 
stable ice cover, discharge may occur with all 
the discharge limitations and monitoring 
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requirements of open water, Part II A.1.a.(1), 
in effect. Additionally, the permittee shall 
comply with requirements specified below: 

i. The discharge shall be diluted prior to 
discharge at a ratio of 9 parts seawater to 1 
part drilling muds and/or cuttings. 

ii. The discharge shall be released no 
deeper than 2 meters below the surface of the 
receibing waters. 

iii. The permittee shall cooperate in the 
monitoring program specified in Appendix A 
of this permit. 

(3) For the purpose of this permit, 
exploratory drilling is limited to no more than 
five wells at a single drilling site. 

c. Discharged drilling mud constituents 
shall be restricted to the EPA-approved 
drilling muds and mud additives listed in 
Tables 1 and 2 of Part Ill of this permit, 
except as provided in Part Hf A.1.i. and j. 
below. 

d. The discharge of oil-based drilling muds 
or water-based drilling muds which 
contained diesel oil as an additive is 
prohibited. The discharge of other oil- 
contained drilling muds and/or cuttings to 
marine waters is prohibited as specified in 
Stiputation 8 of the Department of Interior's 
Notice of Sale for Oil and Gas Lease Sale 57. 

e. The permittee shall maintain a precise 
chemical inventory of all constituents and 
their volume added downhole for each well. 
This inventory shall include all drilling mud 
additives used to meet specific drilling 
requirements. Upon well completion the 
inventory shall be submitted within thirty 
(30) days, consistent with reporting 
requirements specified in Part II C.4.e. 

f. There shall be no discharge of free oil as 
a result of the discharge of drill cuttings and/ 
or drilling muds. The permittee shall, on each 
day of discharge of driliing muds and 
cuttings, perform the laboratory (static) sheen 
test (See Definitions, Part II C.). The 
permittee shall also conduct the static sheen 
test prior to any bulk discharges. The drilling 
muds or cuttings are unacceptable for 
discharge if a sheen or oil slick is detected 
with this test. 

g. For each sheen detected in the static 
sheen test, the permittee is required to 
immediately collect an undiluted sample of 
used drilling mud. The permittee shall 
analyze this sample to determine the total 
aromatic hydrocarbon content and the 
presence of diesel oil. Total aromatic 
hydrocarbon content shall be reported in 
“total mg/l of whole fluid” and in total mg/kg 
of solids. 

This analysis shall preferably be conducted 
by gas chromatography/mass spectrometry 
(GC/MS). Scanning fluorescence 
spectroscopy may be used as a screening 
mechanism for total aromatic hydrocarbons; 
however, should a strong presence of low 
molecular weight aromatic hydrocarbons be 
detected, further analyses may be required. 
Should the permittee choose to conduct the 
scanning fluorescence analysis initially, EPA 
shall send written notification within thirty 
(30) days of receipt of the data if any 
additional analyses of the preserved sample 
are needed. 

Results from the hydrocarbon analysis 
shall be provided to the Regional 
Administrator by written report with thirty 


(30) days of a positive result with the static 
sheen test. However, should the static sheen 
test detect the presence of a sheen prior to a 
bulk discharge and no discharge occurs, 
additional analyses for aromatic 
hydrocarbons are not required. 

h. The permittee shall provide a chemical 
analysis for each mud type used. Only one 
analysis per mud type used will be required. 
The sample shall be: (1) Taken after the mud 
is used at its greatest well depth, and (2) 
collected from the used mud immediately 
pricr to any predilution and its intended 
discharge. The chemical analysis shall 
include the following metals: barium, 
cadmium, chromium, mercury, zinc, and lead. 
The results shall be reported in “mg/1 of 
whole fluid” and “mg/kg of solids.” The total 
metal concentrations shall be ebtained for 
each metal via complete acid digestion. 
Neutron activation analysis (NAA) shall be 
used for barium. Flame or flameless atomic 
absorption (AA) shall be used for mercury, 
cadmium, zinc, and lead. Either NAA or AA 
may be used for chromium. The results of the 
chemical] analyses shall be submitted with 
the quarterly Discharge Monitoring Reports. 

i. Emergency use of non-approved drilling 
muds and additives. Unforeseen well-specific 
drilling conditions may require the discharge 
of a drilling mud or additive not on the 
approved lists (Part Il, Tables 1 and 2). 
These emergency use provisions are intended 
to allow the permittee to maintain or regain 
control of drilling activities in situations 
where loss of controls is imminent and poses 
an immediate and clear danger to human 
health and to the surrounding environment. 
Use of non-approved drilling muds or 
additives for other reasons shall be handled 
under Part Il A.1.j. below. To provide for an 
adequate assessment of impact associated 
with such emergency use and discharge 
without restricting weil-drilling operations, 
the following provisions apply. 

(1) The permittee shall submit an oral 
report within 48 hours of the onset of the 
discharge. The oral report shall include a 
description and chemical composition of the 
mud or additive discharged, the total volume 
discharged, and estimate of concentration at 
the point of discharge, the rate and duration 
of the discharge, and any pre-existing 
bioassay data on the mud or additive. Oral 
reports shall be made to the Water Permits 
and Compliance Branch either in person or 
by telephone (206) 442-1388. 

(2) Discharges of drilling muds or additives 
not on the approved list and discharged for a 
period of more than 24 hours or on more than 
three (3) separate days regardless of the 
duration will require the submission of 
bioassay data on the whole mud including 
the additive within 6 months of the discharge. 

(3) Authorization for discharge of non- 
approved drilling muds and additives 
exceeding three (3) days will be based 
primarily on the information contained in the 
oral report and will be at the discretion of the 
Regional Administrator. 

(4) The permittee shall also submit a 
written followup-up report within seven (7) 
days of the discharge of a non-approved 
drilling mud or additive. The written report 
shall contain the information in the oral 
report and available toxicity information. 


(5) Based on a review by EPA of the 
information in the written report, previous 
authorization granted under (3) above may be 
modified, extended or withdrawn or further 
information may be required by the Regional 
Administrator. 

j. Anticipated discharge of non-approved 
drilling muds and additives. 

The foliowing conditions apply for the 
anticipated use and discharge of muds and 
additives other than those found in Tables 1 
and 2 of Part III of this permit. 

At least two months prior to the initiation 
of drilling mud discharges, the permittee shall 
report the results of a drilling mud bicassay 
performed for each type of “non-approved” 
drilling mud or mud additive to be 
discharged. The bioassay shall be conducted 
in accordance with the procedures developed 
by the Mid-Atlantic Joint Industry Bioassay 
Program, or other methods approved by the 
Regional Administrator. The following shall 
be reported: 

(1) The anticipated discharge rate and total 
volume of the drilling mud, 

(2) The water depth at the proposed point 
of discharge, 

(3) The approximate date of the proposed 
discharge, 

(4) The results of bioassays including the 
survival percentages of all dilutions tested, 
and 

(5) A list of all mud components and 
additives including the concentrations in 
pounds per barrel. If commercial names are 
listed, their chemical constituents and 
composition by weight shall also be provided. 

The discharge of the “non-approved” mud 
and/or additive shall be approved or denied 
by the Regional Administrator, after the 
Region has received and evaluated the 
information required above. The discharge of 
the new drilling mud and/or additive is not 
authorized until the permittee receives 
written notification from the Regional 
Administrator. If the Regional Administrator 
does not notify the permittee within 30 days 
after receiving the above required data, the 
permittee may deem the drilling mud(s) or 
additive{s) approved. Approval by the 
Regional Administrator under this permit will 
be granted or denied without regard to 
whether the permittee was originally 
responsible for obtaining the test data. 

The following language is common to both 
general permits. This language constitutes: 

a. Pages 11 through 28 of permit No. 
AKGz81000 for Norton Sound, and 

b. Pages 13 through 31 of permit No. 
AKG282000 for Beaufort Sea. 

Part Il. A. 2. During the period beginning 
the date of commencement of operations, as 
specified in written notification pursuant to 
Part I A. of this permit, and lasting through 
June 30, 1984, the permittee is authorized to 
discharge from outfall serial numbers 003-005 
as specified below. Area drains for either 
washdown water or rainfall, that may be 
contaminated with oil and grease shall be 
separated from those area drains that would 
not be contaminated. The contaminated deck 
drainage shall be processed through an oil- 
water separator or similar device to minimize 
hydrocarbon release. 





Appendix A.—Sediment Monitoring: Norton 
Sound 


Should winter drilling occur which results 
in a discharge of muds and cuttings to 
unstable or broken-ice conditions, a sediment 
montioring program shall be conducted to 
characterize the distribution and transport of 
discharged drilling fluids in Norton Sound. 
This monitoring program shall be conducted 
at one facility located in less than 20 meters 
of water and shall jointly be designed by EPA 
and permittees covered by this general permit 
in consultation with ADEC. Monitoring data 
shall be obtained before drilling operations 
commence, during well drilling operations 
(either single or multiple well operations), 
and for a period not less than one year after 
drilling operations cease. This program shall 
be implemented within an adequate period of 
time to provide for the collection of 
predrilling samples but no less than 30 days 
prior to the commencement of operations. 
Monitoring data shall include at a minimum: 

1. Relevant hydrographic data; 

2. Visual (photographic) data; and 

3. Physical/chemical characterization of 
material obtained from sediment pans, trays, 
and/or cores. 

{Permit No.: AKG282000] 


General NPDES Permit, United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, 
1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101 


Authorization to Discharge Under the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System for Offshore Oil and Gas Exploration 
and Cost Wells 


In compliance with the provisions of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as 
amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.: the “Act”), 
the following discharges are authorized: 
Drilling Mud (Discharge 001), Drill Cuttings 
and Washwater (Discharge 002), Deck 
Drainage (Discharge 003), Sanitary Wastes 
(Discharge 004), Domestic Wastes (Discharge 
005), Desalinization Unit Wastes (Discharge 
006), Blowout Preventer Fluid (Discharge 007), 
Boiler Blowdown (Discharge 008), Fire 
Control System Test Water (Discharge 009), 
Non-Contact Cooling Water (Discharge 010), 
Uncontaminated Ballast Water (Discharge 
011), Uncontaminated Bilge Water (Discharge 
012), Excess Cement Slurry (Discharge 013), 
Mud, Cuttings and Cement at Ocean Floor 
(Discharge 014), Test Fluids (Discharge 015). 
From offshore oil and gas exploratory 
facilities (defined in 40 CFR Part 435, Subpart 
A), to receiving waters named Beaufort Sea, 
in accordance with effluent limitations, 
monitoring and reporting requirements and 
other conditions set forth in Parts I, II, and III 
hereof. 

Offshore permittees who fail to submit to 
the Regional Administrator a request to be 
covered by this general permit as described 
in Part I and not authorized to discharge to 
the specified waters unless an individual 
permit has been issued to the facility by EPA, 
Region 10. 


The authorized discharge sites include the 


area described in the final EIS for the joint 
Federal/State Lease Sale BF, and that part of 
Lease Sale BF on the northern boundary 
which is being reoffered under Lease Sale 71 
(Diapir Field), generally extending from the 


Canning River (about 146° W.) on the east, 

to the Kurparuk River (about 149° W.) on the 
west and generally seaward from the coast to 
the 24 meter (79 ft) isobath, roughly the 
northern limit of the lease area. 

Also included in the area of coverage of 
this general permit are the tracts which make 
up the State of Alaska Beaufort Sea Lease 
Sale 36 (tracts C-36-001 through C-36-013 
generally the area around Flaxman Island 
and the Midway Islands), plus all previously 
State-leased tracts extending from the 
shoreline to the 20 meter (66 ft) isobath and 


between the Canning and Kuparuk Rivers. 


In accordance with regulations 
promulgated under section 403 [40 CFR 
125.123(d)(4)] of the Clean Water Act, this 
permit shall be modified or revoked at any 
time if, on the basis of any new data, the 
Regional administrator determines that 
continued discharge may cause unreasonable 
degradation of the marine environment. 
Permit modification or revocation will be 
conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 122.62, 
122.63, and 124.64. In accordance with 
procedures under 18 AAC 15.130 and AS 
46.03, for permit modifications which affect 
State waters or for reissuance of the general 
NPDES permit, a copy of the proposed 
modification, together with a cover letter 
requesting certification, must be served on 
the central office of the Department of 
Environmental Conservation at least 60 days 
before any EPA deadline for certification 
action on the modification. 

This permit does not authorize discharges 
from “new sources” as defined in 40 CFR 
122.2. 

This permit shall become effective on 
December 7, 1983. 

This permit and the authorization to 
discharge shall expire at midnight, June 30, 
1984. 

Signed this 22 day of November 1983. 
Ernesta B. Barnes, 


Regional Administrator, Region 10. 
Part I—Notification Requirements 


A. Request To Be Covered 


Written request to be covered by this 
permit including the name and address of the 
permittee, and the description, location and 
water depth of the operations and discharges 
shall be provided to the Regional 
Administrator of EPA Region 10 at least sixty 
(60) days prior to initiation of discharges. The 
60-day notification requirement may be 
waived for those permittees who notify EPA 
during the public comment period on the draft 
permit. The permittee shall be the owner/ 
operator of the exploratory drilling facility. 
However, the lessee may become the 
permittee after submitting a certification that 
the lessee assumes responsibility for 
compliance with this general permit. This 
certification shall be made in writing, to the 
Regional Administrator, prior to 
commencement of the operation. The lessee 
may make certification for all of its leases in 
a single request for coverage to assume 
responsibility for compliance with this 
general permit. However, such action taken 
by the lessee does not remove the 
responsibility of the owner or the operator for 
compliance with this general permit. In order 
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to receive coverage by the general permit, the 
permittee shall receive notification from EPA 
that coverage has been granted. 


B. Commencement of Operations 


No less than fourteen (14) days prior to 
initiation of discharges from a new or 
existing well at an authorized discharge site, 
the permittee shall provide to the Regional 
Administrator written notification of such 
actions. The notification shall include the 
parcel number, water depth and exact 
coordinates of the new site and the initial 
date and expected duration of drilling 
activities at the site. 


C. Exploratory Drilling Sites Requiring 
Environmental Surveys 

All exploratory drilling operators that 
locate within the area covered by this general 
permit shall submit to the Regional 
Administrator copies of the environmental 
surveys required for leasing units BF-62, BF- 
70, BF-71, BF-76, BF-77, BF-78, BF-79, BF-82, 
BF-83, BF-98 and BF-116, or any other 
environmental surveys required by the 
Regional DMMOFO (Deputy Minerals 
Manager, Offshore Field Operations), 
Minerals Management Service (MMS) for the 
identification and protection of biological 
populations or habitats. Respondent shall 
also submit copies of any additional 
environmental surveys required by the State 
of Alaska which may have, been performed 
pursuant to State Lease Stipulation Number 
5. 


D. Termination 


Permittee shall notify the Regional 
Administrator within thirty (30) days of each 
well completion at an authorized discharge 
site. 


E. Submission Requirements 


Reports and notifications required herein, 
shall be submitted jointly to the following 
addresses: 


Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 10—Water 
Permits & Compliance Branch M/S 513, 
1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington 
98101 

Director, Northern Regional Office, Alaska 
Department of Environmental 
Conservation, P.O. Box 1601, Fairbanks, 
Alaska 99701 


Part II 


A.,Effluent Limitations and Monitoring 
Requirements (above-ice, unstable or broken 
ice and open water) 


1. During the period beginning the date of 
commencement of operations as specified in 
written notification pursuant to Part I B. of 
this permit, and lasting through June 30, 1984, 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from 
outfall serial numbers 001 (Drilling Muds) and 
002 (Drill Cuttings and Washwater) as 
specified below. 

a. During winter drilling the following 
conditions apply: 

(1) Such discharges shall be limited and 
monitored by the permittee as follows: 
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' For mud Sa on od Sete 
/ he, 


maximum discharge rate shall not exceed 3,000 
mr the yor 

‘OF Purpose permit, exploratory drilling is 
limited to no more than five wells at a single drilling site. 


(2) Discharges shall be above stable sea- 
ice. To the extent possible, the discharge 
shall avoid areas of sea-ice cracking or major 
stress fracturing. Below-ice discharge of 
wastes is prohibited, except where direct 
disposal by pumping, artificial thickening of 
sea-ice or use of light or routine drilling- 
effluent handling equipment are all 
determined inpractical during periods of 
reduced ice thickness or instability. Where 
drilling effluents cannot be discharged to 
stable ice cover for reasons stated above, the 
discharge is subject to all the discharge 
limitations and monitoring requirements 
specified for open water in Part II A.i.b. The 
date on which the permittee commences 
discharging below ice or to open water shall 
be reported to the Regional Administrator 
within five (5) days of the first such 
discharge. Stockpiling muds during the winter 
for purposes of open water disposal is 
prohibited, except in cases where advanced 
stages of sea-ice breakup in the spring 
prohibit disposal on stable ice. When the 
discharge is released above stable ice cover, 
the discharge flow rate may be exceeded, and 
the predilution ratio, if normally required, 
may be suspended. 

Facilities located and/or discharging on top 
of stable ice between the mainland shoreline 
and the 2-m isobath shall preform monitoring 
programs similar to that required in b.{1) 
below. To the extent possible, these shall be 
joint monitoring programs supported by all 
operators in Zone 1 (0-2 m) and shall be for 
multiple well discharges. A minimum of two 
monitoring programs shall be conducted: one 
for an on-ice discharge area which receives 
freshwater runoff and one for an on-ice 
discharge area located outside of the 
influence of freshwater runoff over the ice. 

B. For discharges during open water, 
including unstable and broken ice conditions, 
the following conditions will be in effect for 
each zone identified: 


Zone 1 


Mainlind shoreline to the two (2) meter 
isobath; No discharge. 


Zone 2 


From the two (2) meter to the five (5) meter 
isobath the following conditions apply: 


ppepragae! 
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' For mud change-over or end-of-weill bulk discharges, the 
maximum discharge rate shall not exceed 3,000 s/hr, 
Shall be 

muds 


including any seawater. The 

Guid ata raion of 9 parts seawater 1 1 pat 

and/or cu and released no deeper than 2 meters below 
the surface of the receiving waters. 


Soe tenes ae ee 
limited to no more than five weils at a single drilling site. 


Facilities located and/or discharting within 
the 2-5 meter area shall perform a sediment 
monitoring program similar to that required in 
b.(1) below. As an alternative, the premittee 
shall certify to the regional Administrator 
that discharges of muds and cuttings are 
outside the 2-5 meter zone and are not 
transported into this area. 


Zone 3 


Beyond five (5) meters the following 
discharge conditions apply: 


—_— 


* For mud change-over or end-of-well bulk 
maximum discharge rate shail not exceed 3,000 
including any predilutant seawater. The discharge shel e 
Ce ee ee Geer 
part driling muds and/or cuttings and released no deeper 
than 2 meters below the surface of the receiving waters. 

2For the purpose of this permit, exploratory drilling is 
limited to no more than five wells at a single drilling site. 


(1) When open water discharges are to 
lease units specified in Part I C. or in Zone 2 
(2-5 meters), permittees shall participate in 
the following monitoring program or the 
alternative specified below: 


Permittee shall monitor the nature, extent, 
and persistence of potential harm to the areas 
of biological concern (i.e., shallow water, 
unique biological communities or habitats) 
from drilling fluid discharges. Such 
monitoring shall include relevant 
hydrographic and sediment hydrocarbon and 
heavy metal data. These surveys shall be 
conducted before and during drilling mud 
disposal operations, and for a minimum of 
one year after drilling operations cease. 
Survey design, analytical techniques, 
participants and reporting requirements shall 
be determined by EPA after consultation with 
the permittees and the State of Alaska within 
an adequate period of time to provide for the 
collection of predrilling samples, but no less 
than thirty (30) days prior to the 
commencement of operations to avoid delays 
in drilling activities. The results of the initial 
open water or below-ice monitoring survey in 
a significant biological community {i.e., a 
boulder patch) shall be made available for 
review prior to any authorization of 
subsequent similar disposal operations from 
facilities at other sites. 

The above monitoring program may also be 
required for other areas which have required 
environmental surveys to comply with State 
Lease Stipulation No. 5. Information received 
by the Regional Administrator which 
indicates that significant biological 
communities exist within a 1,000 meter 
boundary around the permittees’ drilling 
facility may also trigger this monitoring 
requirement. For the purpose of this permit, 
significant biological communities are 
defined as kelp attached to boulders in 
concentrations greater than 10% in a hundred 
square meters. 

As an alternative to the monitoring 
requirements above, the permittee may 
submit to the regional Administrator and to 
the Regional Supervisor of the Northern 
Regional Office of the Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation information 
sufficient to determine that the discharge will 
not affect significant biological communities. 
Informetion related to the effects of island 
construction and erosion will be considered 
but will not in itself be sufficient to make the 
above determination. 

c. The following prohibitions and 
monitoring requirements also pertain to 
discharges 001 and 002. 

(1) Discharged drilling mud constituents 
shall be restricted to the EPA-Approved 
drilling muds and mud additives listed in 
Tables 1 and 2 of Part Ill of this permit, 
except as provided in Part II A.1.c. (8) and (9) 
below, 

(2) The discharge of oil-based drilling muds 
or water-based drilling muds which 
contained diesel oil as an additive is 
prohibited. 

(3) The permittee shall maintain a precise 
chemical inventory of all constituents and 
their volume added downhold for each well. 
This inventory shall include all drilling mud 
additives used to meet specific drilling 
requirements. Upon well completion the 
inventory shall be submitted within thirty 
(30) days, consistent with reporting 
requirements specified in Part Il C.4.e. 





(4) There shall be no discharge of free oil 
as a result of the discharge of drill cuttings 
and/or drilling muds. The permittee shall, on 
each day of discharge of drilling muds and 
cuttings, perform the laboratory (static) sheen 
test (See Definitions, Part III C.). The 
permittee shall also conduct the static sheen 
test prior to any bulk discharges. The drilling 
muds or cuttings are unacceptable for 
discharge if a sheen or oil slick is detected 
with this test. 

(5) For each sheen detected in the daily 
static sheen test, the permittee is required to 
immediately collect an undiluted sample of 
used drilling mud. The permittee shall 
analyze this sample to determine the total 
aromatic hydrocarbon content and the 
presence of diesel oil. Total aromatic 
hydrocarbon content shall be reported in 
“total mg/1 of whole fluid” and in “total mg/ 
kg of solids.” 

This analysis shall preferable be conducted 
by gas chromatography/mass spectrometry 
(GC/MS). Scanning fluorescence 
spectroscopy may be used as a screening 
mechanism for total aromatic hydrocarbons; 
however, should a strong presence of low 
molecular weight aromatic hydrocarbons be 
detected, further analyses may be required. 
Should the permttee choose to initially 
conduct the scanning fluoresence analysis, 
EPA shall send written notification within 
thirty (30) days of receipt of the data if any 
additional analyses of the preserved sample 
are needed. 

Results from the hydrocarbon analysis 
shall be provided to the Regional 
Administrator by written report within thirty 
(30) days of a positive result with the static 
sheen test. However, should the static sheen 
test detect the presence of a sheen prior to a 
bulk discharge and no discharge occurs, 
additional analyses for aromatic 
hydrocarbons are not required. 

(6) In State waters discharge of oil- 
contaminated drilling muds and/or cuttings 
shall be prohibited. Elutriate testing of oil and 
grease concentration in representative 
samples of drilling effluents shall be required 
prior to change-over discharges and end-of- 
well bulk discharges to State waters and at 
least weekly during routine discharges to 
State waters in order to establish whether the 
threshold level of 50 mg/I oil and grease in 
elutriates is exceeded. Drilling effluents 
containing greater than 50 mg/] total elutriate 
oil and grease shall not be disposed of on sea 
ice or into waters of the State of Alaska. The 
results of elutriate tests shall be maintained 
on site and submitted with the quarterly 
Discharge Monitoring Reports. The above 
elutriate requirements do not apply to federal 
waters. 

If the 50 mg/I elutriate analysis limitation 
for oi] and grease is exceeded and a 
discharge has occurred, the permittee shall 
conduct an analysis for total extractable oil 
and grease. The results shal! be maintained 
on site and submitted to EPA and ADEC with 
the quarterly Discharge Monitoring Reports. 

(7) The permittee shall provide a chemical 
analysis for each mud type used. Only one 
analysis per mud type used will be required. 
The sample shall be: (1) Taken after the mud 
is used at its greatest well depth, and (2) 
collected from the used mud immediately 


prior to any predilution and its intended 
discharge. The chemical analyses shall 
include the following metals: barium, 
cadmium, chromium, mercury, zinc and lead. 
The results shall be reported in “mg/1 of 
whole fluid” and “mg/kg of solids.” The total 
metal concentrations shall be obtained for 
each metal via complete acid digestion. 
Neutron activation analysis (NAA) shall be 
used for barium. Flame or flameless atomic 
absorption (AA) shall be used for mercury, 
cadmium, zinc and lead. Either NAA or AA 
may be used for chromium. The results of the 
chemical analyses shall be submitted with 
the quarterly Discharge Monitoring Reports. 

(8) Emergency use of non-approved drilling 
muds and additives. Unforeseen well-specific 
drilling conditions may require the discharge 
of a drilling mud or additive not on the 
approve lists (Part III, Tables 1 and 2). These 
emergency use provisions are intended to 
allow the permittee to maintain or regain 
control of drilling activities in situations 
where loss of control is imminent and poses 
an immediate and clear danger to human 
health and to the surrounding environment. 
Use of non-approved drilling muds or 
additives for other reasons shall be handled 
under Part II A.1.c.(9) below. To provide for 
an adequate assessment of impacts 
associated with such emergency use and 
discharge without restricting well-drilling 
operations, the following provisions apply: 

a. The permittee shall submit an oral report 
within 48 hours of the onset of the discharge. 
The oral report shall include a description 
and chemical composition of the mud or 
additive discharged, the total volume 
discharged, an estimate of the concentration 
at the point of discharge, the rate and 
duration of the discharge and any pre- 
existing bioassay data on the mud or 
additive. Oral reports shall be made to the 
Water Permits and Compliance Branch either 
in person or by telephone (206) 442-1388. 

b. Discharges of drilling muds or additives 
not on the approved list and discharged for a 
period of more than 24 hours or on more than 
three (3) separate days regardless of the 
duration will require the submission of 
bioassay data on the whole mud including 
the additive within 6 months of the discharge. 

c. Authorization for discharge of non- 
approved drilling muds and additives 
exceeding three (3) days will be based 
primarily on the information contained in the 
oral report and will be at the discretion of the 
Regional Administrator. 

d. The permittee shall also submit a written 
follow-up report within seven (7) days of the 
discharge of a non-approved drilling mud or 
additive. The written report shall contain the 
information in the oral report and available 
toxicity information. 

e. Based on a review by EPA of the 
information in the written report, previous 
authorization granted under (c) above may be 
modified, extended or withdrawn, or further 
information may be required by the Regional 
Administrator. 

(9) Anticipated discharge of non-approved 
drilling muds and additives. The following 
conditions apply for the anticipated use and 
discharge of muds and additives other than 
those found in Tables 1 and 2 of Part III of 
this permit. 
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At least two months prior to the initiation 
of drilling mud discharges, the permittee shall 
report the results of a drilling mud bioassay 
performed for each type of “non-approved” 
drilling mud or mud additive to be 
discharged. The bioassay shall be conducted 
in accordance with the procedures developed 
by the Mid-Atlantic Joint Industry Bioassay 
Program, or other methods approved by the 
Regional Administrator. The following shall 
be reported: 

(a) The anticipated discharge rate and total 
volume of the drilling mud, 

(b) The water depth at the proposed point 
of discharge, 

(c) The approximate date of the proposed 
discharge, 

(d) The results of bioassays including the 
survival percentages of all dilutions tested, 
and 

(e) A list of all mud components and 
additives including the concentrations in 
pounds per barrel. If commercial names are 
listed, their chemical constituents and 
compositions by weight shall also be 
provided. 

The discharge of the “non-approved” mud 
and/or additive shall be approved or denied 
by the Regional Administrator, after the 
Region has received and evaluated the 
information required above. The discharge of 
the new drilling mud and/or additive is not 
authorized until the permittee receives 
written notification from the Regional 
Administrator. If the Regional Administrator 
does not notify the permitee within 30 days 
after receiving the above required data, the 
permittee may deem the drilling mud(s) or 
additive(s) approved. Approval by the 
Regional Administrator under this permit will 
be granted or denied without regard to 
whether the permittee was originally 
responsible for obtaining the test data. 

The following language is common to both 
general permits. This language constitutes: 

a. Pages 11 thorough 28 of permit No. 
AKG281000 for Norton Sound, and 

b. Pages 13 through 31 of permit No. 
AKG282000 for Beaufort Sea. 

Part II. A2. During the period beginning the 
date of commencement of operations, as 
specified in written notification pursuant to 
Part IA. of this permit, and lasting through 
June 30, 1984, the permittee is authorized to 
discharge from outfall serial numbers 003-005 
as specified below. Area drains for either 
washdown water or rainfall, that may be 
contaminated with oil and grease shall be 
separated from those area drains that would 
not be contaminated. The contaminated deck 
drainage shall be precessed through an oil- 
water separator of similar device to minimize 
hydrocarbon release. 

a. Such discharges shall be limited and 
monitored by the permittee as follows: 


Seria! 
numbers/ 
outfalis 


Flow rate 
(MGD). 

Free oil, 
visible 
sheen on 
receiving 
water. 
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* Minimum of 1 mg/1 and maintained as ciose to this 

concentration as possible. (Facilities which are 

manned of permanently manned by nine (9) or fewer per- 
exception to need 


b. Samples taken in compliance with 
monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at a sampling point prior to 
commingling with any waste stream or 
entering receiving waters. In cases where 
sanitary and domestic wastes are mixed prior 
to discharge, and sampling of the sanitary 
waste component stream is infeasible, the 
discharge may be sampled after mixing. In 
such cases, the discharge limitation shown 
above for sanitary wastes shall apply to the 
mixed waste stream. 

3. During the period beginning on the date 
of commencement of operations, as specified 
in written notification pursuant to Part I B. of 
this permit and lasting through June 30, 1984, 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from 
outfall serial numbers 006-015 as specified 
below. 


Discharge 


006 Desalinization Unit Wastes 

007 Blowout Preventer Fluid 

008 Boiler Blowdown 

009 Fire Control System Test Water 

010 Non-Contact Cooling Water 

011 Uncontaminated Ballast Water 

012 Uncontaminated Bilge Water 

013 Excess Cement Slurry 

014 Mud, Cuttings, Cement at Ocean Floor 
015 Test Fluids 


a. There shall be no discharge of free oil to - 
the receiving waters as a result of these 
discharges. Bilge water shall be run through 
an oil and grease separator prior to 
discharge. 

b. The pH of test fluids at the point of 
discharge shall not be less than 6.5 or greater 
than 8.5. Test fluids shall be diluted and 
neutralized in the receiving water so that 
they do not vary more than 0.1 pH unit from 
the natural condition at the edge of the 100-m 
mixing zone. Monitoring at (or before) the 
point of discharge for the 6.5 to 8.5 pH 
limitation shall be required once daily during 
discharge. 

c. The discharge of any formation 
(produced) waters encountered during testing 
or other operations is prohibited. 


B. Other Discharge Limitations 


1. Floating Solids or Visible Foam. There 
shall be no discharge of floating solids or 
visible foam in other than trace amounts. 

2. Applicable Marine Water Quality 
Criteria. There shall be no discharge of any 
constituent in concentrations which exceed 


applicable marine water quality criteria after 
allowance for initial mixing. initial mixing is 
defined at 40 CFR 227.29 and applicable 
marine water quality criteria at 45 FR 79318, 
23 November 1980. 

3. Highly Toxic Compounds and Materials. 
There shall be no discharge of diesel oil, 
halogenated phenol compounds, trisodium 
nitrolotriacetic acid, sodium chromate or 
sodium dichromate. 

4. Surfactants, Dispersants, and 
Detergents. The discharge of surfactants, 
dispersants, and detergents shall be 
minimized except as necessary to comply 
with the safety requirements of the 
Occupational Health and Safety 
Administration and the MMS. 


C. Monitoring and Records 


1. Representative Sampling. Samples and 
measurements taken for the purpose of 
monitoring shall be representative of the 
volume and nature of the monitored activity. 

2. Monitoring Procedures. Monitoring must 
be conducted according to test procedures 
approved under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other 
test procedures have been specified in this 
permit. Residual chlorine and pH may be 
monitored at the facility using the Hach Test 
Kit. 

3. Penalties for Tampering. The Act 
provides that any person who falsifies, 
tampers with, or knowingly renders 
inaccurate any monitoring device or method 
required to be maintained under this permit 
shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine 
of not more than $10,000 per violation, or by 
imprisonment for not more than 6 months per 
violation, or by both. 

4. Reporting of Monitoring Results. a. The 
permittee shall be responsible for submitting 
monitoring results for each facility operating 
within each lease block. 

b. If there is more than one facility 
(platform, gravel island, drilling ship, semi- 
submersible), the outfalls shall be designated 
in the following manner: 001-1, 002-1, 003-1 
for the first facility; 001-2, 002-2, 003-2 for the 
second; etc. 

c. If any category of waste has more than 
one discharge point, the permit limitations 
apply to each discharge point and shall be 
reported as 001A, 001B, 001C, etc. The flow 
limitations apply to the total discharge of 
each category of wastes; e.g., the sum of 
001A, 001B, 001C, etc. would be limited to a 
daily maximum of 1,000 bbl/hr. 

d. The monitoring requirements in this 
permit shall take effect upon commencement 
of discharge. The first report is due on the 
28th day of the 4th month from the day this 
permit first becomes applicable to a 
permittee. 

e. Monitoring results obtained during the 
previous three (3) months shall be 
summarized and reported on Discharge 
Monitoring Report (DMR) Forms (EPA No. 
3320-1). The daily maximum with the highest 
concentration sample taken during the 
reporting period shall be reported as the daily 
maximum concentration for each month. 
DMR Forms shall be submitted to the 
Regional Administrator at the address 
specified under Submission Requirements, 
Part 1D. 

If any category of waste (outfall) is not 
applicable due to the type of operation or 
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drilling facility, no reporting is required for 
that particular outfall. Only DMR’s 
representative of the activities occurring need 
to be submitted. Information indicating the 
type of operation should be provided with the 
DMRs. 

5. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee. 
If the permittee monitors any pollutant more 
frequently than required by the permit, using 
test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 
136 or as specified in the permit, the results of 
this monitoring shall be included in the 
calculation and reporting of the data 
submitted in the DMR. 

6. Averaging of Measurements. 
Calculations for all limitations which require 
averaging of measurements shall utilize an 
arithmetic mean unless otherwise specified 
by the Regional Administrator in the permit. 

7. Retention of Records. The permittee 
shall retain records of all monitoring 
information, including all calibration and 
maintenance records and all original strip 
chart recordings for continuous monitoring 
instrumentation, and copies of all reports 
required by this permit for a period of at least 
three (3) years from the date of the sample, 
measurement, or report. This period may be 
extended by request of the Regional 
Administrator at any time. 

8. Record Contents. Records of monitoring 
information shall include: 

a. the date, exact place, and time of 
sampling or measurements; 

b. the individual(s) who performed the 
sampling or measurements; 

c. the date(s) analyses were performed; 

d. the individual(s) who performed the 
analyses; 

e. the analytical techniques or methods 
used; and 

f. the results of such analyses. 

9. Inspection and Entry. The permittee shall 
allow the Regional Administrator, or an 
authorized representative, upon the 
presentation of credentials and other 
documents as may be required by law, to: 

a. Enter upon the permittee’s premises 
where a regulated facility or activity is 
located or conducted, or where records must 
be kept under the conditions of this permit; 

b. Have access to and copy, at reasonable 
times, any records that must be kept under 
the conditions of this permit; 

c. Inspect at reasonable times any 
facilities, equipment (including monitoring 
and control equipment), practices, or 
operations regulated or required under this 
permit; and 

d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, 
for the purposes of assuring permit 
compliance or as otherwise authorized by the 
Act, any substances or parameters at any 
location. 


D. Reporting Requirements 


1. Anticipated Noncompliance. The 
permittee shall give advance notice to the 
Regional Administrator of any planned 
changes in the permitted facility or activity 
which may result in noncompliance with 
permit requirements. 

2. Monitoring Reports. Monitoring results 
shall be reported at the intervals specified in 
Part Il C.4.e. of this permit. 





3. Reports Required Within 24 Hours. The 
permittee shall report any noncompliance 
which may endanger health or the 
environment. Any information shall be 
provided orally within 24 hours from the time 
the permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstances. A written submission, to be 
provided within 5 days of the time the 
permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstance, shall contain a description of 
the noncompliance and its cause; the period 
of noncompliance, including exact dates and 
times; and if the noncompliance has not been 
corrected, the steps taken or planned to 
reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of 
the noncompliance. 

The following shall be included as 
information which must be reported within 24 
hours: 

a. Any unanticipated bypass (Part III 
A.3.a.{1)) which exceeds any effluent 
limitation in the permit; 

b. Any upset (Part Ill A.4.a.(1)) which 
exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit, 
and 

c. Violation of a maximum daily discharge 
limitation for any toxic permit pollutant or 
hazardous substance, listed as such by the 
Regiona! Administrator in the permit to be 
reported within 24 hours. 

Telephone reports should be made to (206) 
442-1388 at the Regional Office of EPA. The 
Regional Administrator may waive the 
written report on a case-by-case basis if the 
oral report has been received within 24 hours. 

Other Noncompliance. The permittee shall 
report all instances of noncompliance not 
reported under Part i D.3 at the time 
monitoring reports are submitted. The reports 
shall contain the information specified in Part 
Il D.3. 

5. Signatory Requirements. All reports or 
information submitted to the Regional ; 
Administrator shall be signed and certified in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.22 as amended 
on September 1, 1983 (48 FR 39611). 

6. Availability of Reports. Except for data 
determined to be confidential under 40 CFR 
Part 2, all reports prepared in accordance 
with the terms of this permit shall be 
available for public information at the office 
of the Regional Administrator. As required by 
the Act, permit applications, permits, and 
effluent data shall not be considered 
confidential. 

7. Penalties for Falsification of Reports. 
The Clean Water Act provides that any 
person who knowingly makes any false 
statement, representation, or certification in 
any record or other document submitted or 
required to be maintained under this permit, 
including monitoring reports or reports of 
compliance or noncompliance shall, upon 
conviction, be punished by a fine of not more 
than $10,000 per violation, or by 
imprisonment for not more than six months 
per violation, or by both. 


Part Ill 


A. Operation and Maintenance of Pollution 
Controls 


1. Proper Operation and Maintenance. The 
permittee shall at all times properly operate 
and maintain all facilities and systems of 
treatment and control (and related 
appurtenances) which are installed or used 


by the permittee to achieve compliance with 
the conditions of this permit. Proper 
operation and maintenance include effective 
performance, adequate funding, adequate 
operator staffing and training, and adequate 
laboratory and process controls, including 
appropriate quality assurance procedures. 
This provision requires the operation of back- 
up or auxiliary facilities or similar systems 
only when necessary to achieve compliance 
with the conditions of the permit. 

2. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a 
Defense. It shall not be a defense for a 
permittee in an enforcement action that it 
would have been necessary to halt or reduce 
the permitted activity in order to maintain 
compliance with the conditions of this permit. 

3. Bypass of Treatment Facilities. a. 
Definitions: (1) “Bypass” means the 
intentional diversion of waste streams from 
any portion of a treatment facility. 

(2) “Severe property damage” means 
substantial physical damage to property, 
damage to the treatment facilities which 
causes them to become inoperable, or 
substantial and permanent loss of natural 
resources which can reasonably be expected 
to occur in the absence of a bypass. Severe 
property damage does not mean economic 
loss caused by delays in production. 

b. Bypass not exceeding limitations: The 
permittee may allow any bypass to occur 
which does not cause effluent limitations to 
be exceeded, but only if it also is for essential 
maintenance to assure efficient operation. 
These bypasses are not subject to the 
provisions of paragraphs c.{1) and (2) below. 

c. Notice: (1) Anticipated bypass. If the 
permittee knows in advance of the need for a 
bypass, submit prior notice, if possible, at 
least ten (10) days before the date of the 
bypass. 

(2) Unanticipated bypass. The permittee 
shall submit notice of an unanticipated 
bypass within twenty-four (24) hours of 
becoming aware of the circumstances as 
required under Part II D.3. above. 

d. Prohibition of bypass: (1) Bypass is 
prohibited, and the Regional Administrator 
may take enforcement action against a 
permittee for bypass, unless: 

i. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss 
of life, personal injury, or severe property 
damage; 

ii. There were no feasible alternatives to 
the bypass, such as the use of auxiliary 
treatment facilities, retention of untreated 
wastes, or maintenance during normal 
periods of equipment downtime. This 
condition is not satisfied if the permittee 
could have installed adequate backup 
equipment to prevent a bypass which 
occurred during normal periods of equipment 
downtime or preventive maintenance; and 

iii. The permittee submitted notices as 
required under paragraph c. of this section, 
and the bypass has been approved by the 
Regional Administrator. 

(2) The Regional Administrator may 
approve an anticipated bypass, after 
considering its adverse effects, if the 
Regional Administrator determines that it 
will meet the three conditions listed above in 
paragraph d.(1) of this section. 

4. Upset Conditions. a. Definition: (1) 
“Upset” means an exceptional incident in 
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which there is unintentional and temporary 
noncompliance with technology-based permit 
effluent limitations because of factors beyond 
the reasonable control of the permittee. An 
upset does not include noncompliance to the 
extent caused by operational error, 
improperly designed treatment facilities, 
inadequate treatment facilities, lack of 
preventive maintenance, or careless or 
improper operation. 

b. Effect of an upset: An upset constitutes 
an affirmative defense to an action brought 
for noncompliance with technology-based 
permit effluent limitations, if the 
requirements of paragraph c. below are met. 

No determination made during 
administrative review of claims that 
noncompliance was caused by upset, and 
before an action for noncompliance, is final 
administrative action subject to judicial 
review. 

c. Conditions necessary for a 
demonstration of upset. A permittee who 
wishes to establish the affirmative defense of 
upset shall demonstrate, through properly 
signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or 
other relevant evidence that: 

(1) An upset occurred and that the 
permittee can identify the specific cause(s) of 
the upset; 

(2) The permitted facility was at the time 
being properly operated; 

(3) The permittee submitted notice of the 
upset as required under Part II D.3; and 

(4) The permittee complied with any 
remedial measures required under Part III B.4. 

d. Burden of Proof. In any enforcement 
proceeding the permittee seeking to establish 
the ocurrence of an upset has the burden of 
proof. 

5. Removed Substances. Solids, sludges, 
filter backwash, or other pollutants removed 
in the course of treatment or control of 
wastewaters shall be disposed of in a manner 
such as to prevent any pollutant from such 
materials from entering navigable waters. 


B. General Conditions 


1. Duty to Comply. The permittee must 
comply with all conditions of this permit. Any 
permit noncompliance constitutes a violation 
of the Act and is grounds for enforcement 
action or for requiring a permittee to apply 
for and obtain an individual NPDES permit. 

2. Duty to Comply with Toxic Effluent 
Standards. The permittee shall comply with 
effluent standards or prohibitions established 
under section 307({a) of the Act for toxic 
pollutants within the time provided in the 
regulations that establish these standards or 
prohibitions, even if the permit has not yet 
been modified to incorporate the 
requirement. 

3. Penalties for Violations of Permit 
Conditions. The Act provides that any person 
who violates a permit condition implementing 
sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of 
the Act is subject to a civil penalty not to 
exceed $10,000 per day of such violation. Any 
person who willfully or negligently violates 
permit conditions implementing section 301, 
302, 306, 307, or 308 of the Act is subject to a 
fine of not less than $2,500 nor more than 
$25,000 per day of violation, or by 
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imprisonment for not more than one (1) year, 
or both. 

4. Duty to Mitigate. The permittee shall 
take all reasonable steps to minimize or 
prevent any discharge in violation of this 
permit which has a reasonable likelihood of 
adversely affecting human health or the 
environment. 

5. Permit Actions. This permit may be 
modified, revoked and reissued, or 
terminated for cause. The filing of a request 
by the permittee for a permit modification, 
revocation and reissuance, or termination, or 
a notification of planned changes or 
anticipated noncompliance, does not stay any 
permit condition. 

6. Civil and Criminal Liability. Except as 
provided in permit conditions on “Bypasses” 
(Part III A.3.) and “Upsets” (Part III A.4.), 
nothing in this permit shall be construed to 
relieve the permittee from civil or criminal 
penalties for noncompliance. 

7. State Laws. Nothing in this permit shall 
be construed to preclude the institution of 
any legal action or relieve the permittee from 
any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties 
established pursuant to any applicable State 
law or regulation under authority preserved 
by section 510 of the Act. 

8. Property Rights. The issuance of this 
permit does not convey any property rights of 
any sort, or any exclusive privileges, nor does 
it authorize any injury to private property or 
any invasion of personal rights, nor any 
infringerhent of Federal, State or local laws or 
regulations. 

9. Severability. The provisions of this 
permit are severable, and if any provision of 
this permit, or the application of any 
provision of this permit to any circumstance, 
is held invalid, the application of such 
provision to other circumstances, and the 
remainder of this permit, shall not be affected 
thereby. 

10. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability. 
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to 
preclude the institution of any legal action or 
relieve the permittee from any 
responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties to 
which the permittee is or may be subject 
under section 311 of the Act. 


C. Additional General Permit Conditions 


1. The Regional Administrator may require 
any permittee discharging under the authority 
of this permit to apply for and obtain an 
individual NPDES permit when: 

a. The discharge(s) is{are) a significant 
contributor of pollution. 

b. The permittee is not in compliance with 
the conditions of this permit. 

c. A change has occurred in the availability 
of the demonstrated technology or practices 
for the control or abatement of pollutants 
applicable to the point source. 

d. Effluent limitation guidelines are 

_promulgated for point sources covered by this 
permit. 

e. A Water Quality Management Plan 
containing requirements applicable to such 
point source is approved. 

f. The point sources covered by this permit 
no longer: 

(1) Involve the same or substantially 
similar types of operations, 

(2) Discharge the same types of wastes, 


(3) Require the same effluent limitations or 
operating conditions, or 

(4) Require the same or similar monitoring; 
or 

g. In the opinion of the Regional 
Administrator, the discharges are more 
appropriately controlled under an individual 
permit than under general NPDES permits. 

2. The Regional Administrator may require 
any permittee authorized by this permit to 
apply for an individual NPDES permit only if 
the permittee has been notified in writing that 
an individual permit application is required. 

3. Any permittee covered by this permit 
may request to be excluded from the 
coverage of this general permit by applying 
for an individual permit. The owner or 
operator shall submit an application together 
with the reasons supporting the request to the 
Regional Administrator no later than ninety 
(90) days after the effective date of this 
permit. 

4. When an individual NPDES permit is 
issued to a permittee otherwise subject to 
this general permit, the applicability of this 
permit to that owner or operator is 
automatically terminated on the effective 
date of the individual permit. 

5. A source excluded from coverage under 
this general permit solely because it already 
has an individual permit may request that its 
individual permit be revoked, and that it be 
covered by this general permit. Upon 
revocation of the individual permit, this 
general permit shail apply to the source. 

D. Definitions 

1. Approved Drilling Mud Types: Eight 
generic mud types have been evaluated by 
EPA during permit development in Regions I, 
II, VI and [X. These mud types have been 
approved for discharge with limitations on 
composition given in Table 1. A list of 
approved mud components (specialty 
additives) has also been included in this 
permit (Table 2). Any type of mud listed in 
Table 1 which contains one or more 
components or additives not listed in Tables 
1 and 2 shall be considered a generic mud if 
bioassay data for the whole mud with the 
additive demonstrates if falls in the same 
order of magnitude of toxicity as the listed 
mud. 

2. “Ballast water” means seawater added 
or removed to maintain the proper ballast 
floater level and ship draft. 

3. “Bilge Water” means water which 
collects in the lower internal parts of the 
drilling vessel hull. 

4. “Blowout preventer fluid” means ‘fluid 
used to actuate hydraulic equipment on the 
blowout preventer. 

5. “Boiler blowdown” means the discharge 
of water drained from boiler drums. 

6. “Cooling water” means once-through 
non-contact cooling water. 

7. “COST weli” means Continental 
Offshore Stratigraphic Test Well and refers 
to wells which are drilled to define geologic 
formations as opposed to exploratory wells 
which are drilled to locate petroleum 
hydrocarbon reserves. The Minerals 
Management Service designates these as 
Deep Stratigraphic Test wells. 

8. “Daily maximum” means the maximum 
value measured of the parameter specified: 
during any 24-hour period. 


9. “Deck drainage” means all waste 
resulting from platform washings, deck 
washings, and run-off from curbs, gutters, 
and drains including drip pans and wash 
areas. 

10. “Desalinization unit discharge” means 
wastewater associated with the process of 
creating freshwater from seawater. 

11. A “discrete sample” means any 
individual sample collected in less than 
fifteen (15) minutes. 

12. “Domestic wastes” includes wastes 
from showers, sinks, galleys, and laundries. 

13. “Drill cuttings” means particles 
generated by drilling into subsurface 
geological formations. 

14. “Drilling mud” means any fluid sent 
down the hole, including any specialty 
products from the time a well is begun until 
final cessation of drilling in that hole. 

15. “Excess cement slurry” means the 
excess cement and wastes from equipment 
washdown after a cementing operation. 

16. “Exploratory” operations are limited to 
those operations involving drilling to 
determine the nature of potential 
hydrocarbon reserves and does not include 
drilling of wells once a hydrocarbon reserve 
has been defined. 

17. “Fire control system test water” means 
the water released during the training of 
personnel in fire protection and the testing 
and maintenance of fire protection 
equipment. 

18. “Laboratory (static) sheen test” means 
those procedures which are described in the 
draft “Proposed Methodology: Laboratory 
Sheen Tests for the Offshore Subcategory, Oil 
and Gas Exploration Industry,” prepared by 
Technical! Resources, Inc., April 10, 1983. 

19. “Monthly average” for drilling mud and 
cutting discharges means the average flow 
rate during the period of each calendar 
month. 

20. “Monthly maximum” for drilling fluid 
and cutting discharges means the peak flow 
rate which occurs during the period of each 
calendar month. 

21. “Muds, cuttings, cement at ocean floor” 
means the materials discharged at the surface 
of the ocean floor in the early phases of 
drilling operations, before the well casing is 
set, and during well abandoment an 
plugging. : 

22. “No discharge of free oil” means a 
discharge that does not cause a film or sheen 
upon or a discoloration of the surface of the 
water or adjoining shorelines, or cause a 
sludge or emulsion to be deposited beneath 
the surface of the water or upon adjoining 
shorelines. 

23. “Open Water” is defined as less than 
25% ice coverage within a one (1) mile radius 
of the discharge site after spring breakup or 
prior to slush ice formation in the fall. 

24. “Sanitary wastes” means the human 
body waste discharged from toilets and 
urinals. 

25. “Slush Ice” occurs during the initial 
state of ice formation when unconsolidated 
individual ice crystals (frazil) form a slush 
layer at the surface of the water column. 

26. “Test fluids” means the discharge 
which would occur should hydrocarbons be 
located and tested for formation pressure and 
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at the Federa} Reserve Bank indicated. 
Comments and requests for hearing 


TABLE 2.—APPROVED MuD COMPONENTS/ 
SPECIALTY ADDITIVES 


content. This would consist of fluids sent 
downhole during testing along with waters 
and particulate matter from the formation. 


27. “Unstable or broken ice conditions” are 


defined as greater than 25% ice coverage 


within a one (1) mile radius of the discharge 
site after spring breakup or after the start of 


slush ice formation in the fall. 


TABLE 1—APPROVED DRILLING MuD TYPES 


Components “ 


Seawater or fresh water 
7. Lightly vented lignosulfonate freshwater/ 





Lignosulfonate, chrome or ferrochrome 
Lignite, untreated or chrome-treated ... 


Seawater to freshwater ratio .. pictannispil 
8. Lignosulfonate freshwater mud: 


Lignite, untreated or chrome-treated.. 
Caustic... . 


a = Maximum allowable concentration. 
24:1 approximate. 


non8u— 


~ 
= 


a 


Sw SBoaaSn 


| MAG? (pounds 


| 
Additive function Generic description ' per barrel) 
Mica .... Flakes of silicate mineral 45 


component the 
than those specifically described, must be approved by the 
Regional Administrator 
“maureen e 
[FR Doc. 83-32440 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


Bank Holding Companies; Barclays 

Bank PLC, et al.; Proposed de Novo 
Nonbank Activities by Bank Holding 
Companies 


The organizations identified in this 
notice have applied, pursuant to section 
4(c)(8) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1843 (c){8)) and 
§ 225.4(b)({1) of the Board’s Regulation Y 
(12 CFR 225.4{b)(1)), for permission to 
engage de novo (or continue to engage in 
an activity earlier commenced de novo), 
directly or indirectly, solely in the 
activities indicated, which have been 
determined by the Board of Governors 
to be closely related to banking. 

With respect to these applications, 
interested persons may express their 
views on the question whether 
consummation of the proposal can 
“reasonably be expected to produce 
benefits to the public, such as greater 
convenience, increased competition, or 
gains in efficiency, that outweigh 
possible adverse effects, such as undue 
concentration of resources, decreased or 
unfair competition, conflicts of interests, 
or unsound banking practices.” Any 
comment that requests a hearing must 
include a statement of the reasons a 
written presentation would not suffice in 
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically 
any questions of fact that are in dispute, 
summarizing the evidence that would be 
presented at a hearing, and indicating 
how the party commenting would be 
aggrieved by approval of that proposal. 

The applications may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors or 


should identify clearly the specific 
application to which they relate, and 
should be submitted in writing and 
receive by the appropriate Federal 
Reserve Bank not later than the date 
indicated. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
(A. Marshall Puckett, Vice President) 33 
Liberty Street, New York, New York 
10045: 

1. Barclays Bank PLC and its 
subsidiary, Barclays Bank International 
Limited, both of London, England 
(leasing activities; South Carolina): To 
engage through their subsidiary, 
BarclaysAmearican/Leasing, Inc. 
(“BAL”), in lease financing of 
commercial vehicles by means of leases 
that meet the standards of Section 
225.4(a)(6) of Regulation Y. This activity 
would be conducted from an office of 
BAL located in Greenville, South 
Carolina, serving customers in 
Greenville and surrounding areas in 
South Carolina. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 30, 1983. 

2. Citicorp, New York, New York 
(consumer finance and credit-related 
insurance activities; Florida): To 
establish a de novo office of Citicorp 
Person-to-Person Financial Center of 
Florida, Inc. and a de novo office of 
Citicorp Homeowners, Inc. at a shared . 
location in Ft. Myers, Florida. The 
activities in which the de novo office 
propose to engage are: the making or 
acquiring of loans and other extensions 
of credit, secured or unsecured, for 
consumer and other purposes; the sale 
of credit related life and accident and 
health insurance by licensed agents or 
brokers, as required; the sale of 
consumer oriented financial 
management courses; the servicing, for 
any person, of loans and other 
extensions of credit; the making, 
acquiring, and servicing, for its own 
account and for the account of others, of 
extensions of credit to individuals 
secured by liens on residential or non- 
residential real estate; and the sale of 
mortgage life and mortgage disability 
insurance directly related te extensions 
of mortgage loans. The proposed service 
area for the de novo offices will 
comprise the entire State of Florida for 
all the aforementioned proposed 
activities. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
December 30, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond 
(Lloyd W. Bostian, jr., Vice President) 
701 East Bryd Street, Richmond, Virginia 
23261: 
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1. Southern Bancorporation, Inc., 
Greenville, South Carolina (lending 
activities; Texas): To engage through its 
subsidiary, World Acceptance 
Corporation, in lending activities as a 
licensed consumer finance lender, 
through an office located in Dallas, 
Texas, serving Dallas, Texas. Comments 
of this application must be received not 
later than December 30, 1983. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of 
Minneapolis (Bruce J. Hedblom, Vice 
President) 250 Marquette Avenue, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55480: 

1. Norwest Bancorporation, 
(“Norwest”), Minneapolis, Minnesota 
(financing, insurance and travelers 
checks activities; a California): To 
continue to engage, through its 
subsidiary, Norwest Financial 
California, Inc. (“Norwest Financial/ 
California”), in the activities of 
consumer and sales finance, in the sale 
of life, accident, and health, property 
and casualty insurance, all directly 
related to extensions of credit by said 
subsidiary, and in the offering for sale 
and selling of travlers checks; and to 
engage de novo, through its Norwest 
Financial/California subsidiary, in the 
activity of commercial finance. Norwest 
Financial/Califiornia engaged in 
consumer and sales finance and in the 
above credit-related insurance activities 
at the time of its acquisition by Norwest, 
which acquisition cccured pursuant to a 
binding written contract entered into on 
or before May 1, 1982, thereby rendering 
said activities permissible under the 
terms of Section 601(D) of the Garn-St 
Germain Depository Institutions Act of 
1982. This application is for the 
relocation of an existing office within 
Bakersfield, California, and requests 
permission to engage de novo in the 
activity of commercial finance from said 
office, as relocated. Upon relocation, 
this office will serve Bakersfield, 
California. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 28, 1983. 

D. Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco (Harry W. Green, Vice 
President) 101 Market Street, San 
Francisco, California 94105: 

1. Zions Utah Bancorporation, (“Zions 
Utah”), Salt Lake City, Utah 
(underwriting credit life and disability 
insurance; Arizona): To engage, through 
its subsidiary, Zions Life Insurance 
Company (‘Zions Life’), in the activity 
of underwriting as reinsurer credit life 
and disability insurance directly related 
to extensions of credit by Zions Utah's 
financial subsidiaries in conference with 
12 CFR 225.4 (a)(10). These activities 
would be conducted from offices of Zion 
Life located in Phoenix Arizona, serving 
the State of Utah. Comments on this 


application must be received not later 
than December 30, 1983. 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, December 1, 1983. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-32525 Filed 12-86-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-™ 


First Illinois Bancorp, inc., et al.; 
Acquisition of Bank Shares by Bank 
Holding Companies 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board’s approval 
under section 3({a)(3) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842(a)(3)) to acquire voting shares or 
assets of a bank. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in Section 3(c) of the Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1842{c)). 

Each application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated 
for that application. With respect to 
each application, interested persons 


may express their views in writing to the — 


address indicated for that application. 
Any comment on an application that 
requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarizing 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
(Delmer P. Weisz, Vice President) 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1. First Illinois Bancorp, Inc., 
Manchester, Missouri; to acquire at least 
80 percent of the voting shares of assets 
of Monroe National Bank of Columbia, 
Columbia, Hlinois. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 30, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President) 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. Vitoria Bankshares, Inc., Victoria, 
Texas; to acquire; 100 percent of the 
voting shares of First State Bank, Poteet, 
Texas. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
December 30, 1983. 

2. Victoria Bankshares, Inc., Victoria, 
Texas; to acquire 100 percent of the 
voting shares of First National Bank in 
Pleasanton, Pleasanton, Texas. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than December 30, 
1983. 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, December 1, 1983. . 
James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-32524 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-™ 


F & M Bank Holding Company, et al.; 
Formation of Bank Holding Companies 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board’s approval 
under section 3(a)(1) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842{a)(1}) to become bank holding 
companies by acquiring voting shares or 
assets of a bank. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3(c) of the Act (12 
U.S.C. 1842{c)). 

Each application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated 
for that application. With respect to 
each application, interested persons 
may express their views in writing to the 
address indicated for that application. 
Any comment on an application that 
requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarizing 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of 
Minneapolis (Bruce J. Hedblom, Vice 
President) 250 Marquette Avenue, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55480: 

1. F & M Bank Holding Company, 
Cooperstown, North Dakota; to become 
a bank holding company by acquiring 
100 percent of the voting shares of 
Farmers & Merchants Bank in 
Cooperstown, Cooperstown, North 
Dakota. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
December 30, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(Franklin D. Dreyer, Vice President) 230 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60690: 

1. Midwest Bancshares, Inc., Park 
Forest South, Illinois; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring at least 
80 percent of the voting shares of 
Heritage Bank of Park Forest South, 
Park Forest South, Illinois. Comment on 
this application must be received not 
later than December 28, 1983. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President) 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. Poth Bancorporation, Inc., Poth, 
Texas; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 100 percent of the 





voting shares of The First National Bank 
of Poth, Texas. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 28, 1983. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, December 1, 1983. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 63-32523 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


Agency Information Collections Under 
Review by the Office of Management 
and Budget 

AGENCY: Office of Policy and 
Management Systems, GSA. 

ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 


Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the General Services 
Administration (GSA) plans to request 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB), to review and approve the 
information collections listed below. 
GSA is required under the provisions of 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), to consider 
comments on proposed information 
requirements that will affect the public. 
DATES: Comments on this information 
collection must be submitted on or 
before December 21, 1983. 

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Franklin 
S. Reeder, GSA Desk Officer, Room 
3235, NEOB, Washington, DC 20503, and 
to John F. Gilmore, GSA Clearance 
Officer (ORAI), Washington, DC 20405. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Victoria Moss, Office of Acquisition 
Policy, on 202-523-4799. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


1. Title, purpose, and annual burden 
(respondents, responses, hours) 

a. Insurance Requirements. Firms 
maintaining insurance for work under 
Federal! contracts must provide 
information to the Government before 
work begins to ensure that they meet the 
necessary standards. (1,500 3000, 270). 

b. Small Business Subcontracting 
Requirements. Subcontracting Report 
for Individual Contracts/Firms receiving 
Federal contracts in excess of $500,000 
must submit a subcontracting plan to 
provide opportunities for small 
disadvantaged businesses, which 
information is used to ensure 
compliance with the Small Business Act. 
(45, 237, 333). 

2. Obtaining copies of information 
proposals. A copy of the proposals may 


be obtained from the Directives and 
Reports Management Branch (ORAI), 
Room 3004, GS Building, Washington, 
DC 20405 (202-566-0666). 

Dated: November 21, 1983. 
Michael G. Barbour, 
Director, Information Management Division. 
{FR Doc. 83-32526 Filed 12-86-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-34-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 
[Docket No. 83N-0309] 


Disposition of Records 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is considering 
changes in its records disposition 
procedures. At present, inactive records 
relating to Notices of Claimed 
Investigational Exemptions for New 
Drugs (IND’s), New Drug Applications 
(NDA's), Abbreviated New Drugs 
Applications (ANDA's), Antibiotic 
Applications (Forms 5 or 6), and Drug 
Master Files (DMF’s) are scheduled to 
be retained indefinitely at Federal 
records storage facilities. The National 
Archives and Records Service (NARS), 
General Services Administration, has 
requested that FDA review its present 
records disposition procedures and 
designate records that are not of 
continuing value to be subject to 
destruction at a specified time. This 
change in procedure would assist NARS 
in freeing limited storage space and 
reducing maintenance costs at Federal 
records centers. 

ADDRESS: Written comments to the 
Dockets Management Branch (HFA- 


305), Food and Drug Administration, Rm. 


4-62, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 
20857. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ansis M. Helmanis, National Center for 
Drugs and Biologics (HFN-7), 5600 
Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, 301- 
443-6490. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
National Center for Drugs and Biologics 
annually receives and reviews 
submissions in support of IND's, NDA’s, 
ANDA's, and antibiotic drugs (Forms 5 
and 6) totalling approximately five 
million sheets of paper. Under current 
FDA records disposition procedures, the 
files of the classes of records under 
consideration are retained in the 
Parklawn Building, 5600 Fishers Lane, 
Rockville, MD, until a specified event, 
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such as NDA approval or IND 
inactivation. Then, all or part of these 
files are transferred to the Washington 
National Records Center, which now 
stores approximately 15,000 cubic feet of 
Agency records. 

As a general principle, Government 
records of continuing value are required 
to be preserved (Federal Property 
Management regulations, 41 CFR 101- 
11.102-5). The value of the files under 
consideration is determined by FDAs 
responsibility for the regulation of new 
drugs and antibiotics under sections 505 
and 507 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (the act), (21 U.S.C. 355 
and 357). Before approval, the data 
incorporated in an IND, NDA, ANDA, 
Form 5 or 6, and a DMF are used to 
establish whether a new drug should be 
approved for marketing. After approval, 
these records assist the agency in 
monitoring the safety and effectiveness 
of marketed drug products. 

FDA has no obligations under the act, 
however, with respect to a drug product 
whose marketing approval has been 
withdrawn and whose marketing has 
been discontinued. The Federal Property 
Management regulations contemplate 
the retention of records for the shortest 
practical period of time (44 CFR 101- 
11.404—-1(b)). NARS has advised FDA 
that files of terminated drug products 
are not considered to be records of 
continuing value that require permanent 
retention. The agency believes that the 
indefinite retention of such records 
serves no public health or safety 
purpose and, therefore, is considering 
adopting procedures that would provide 
for the review and destruction of 
records relating to an NDA, ANDA, and 
Form 5 or 6 five years after the date on 
which marketing approval has been 
withdrawn or revoked (except that case 
report forms would be subject to a 
different schedule, as explained below). 
DMF'’s would be reviewed and 
destroyed where no record of a 
submission or authorization to refer to 
the file had been received by the agency 
in 15 years. 

Similarly, the retention of records 
relating to an IND for more than 7 years 
after the investigation has been 
terminated, discontinued or abandoned, 
serves no apparent public health or 
safety purpose. From past experience, 
there has never been situation where a 
health problem associated with a drug 
investigation has surfaced 7 or more 
years after an investigation has been 
discontinued. The current IND 
regulations (21 CFR 312.1(a) (4), (5), (12) 
(Form FD-1572,6.e.), and (13) (Form FD- 
1573,4.e.)) require sponsors and 
investigators to maintain records of drug 
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investigations for a minimum of 2 years 
after an investigation has been 
discontinued. The review and 
destruction of such records in FDA files 
7 years after the termination of 
investigational use would appear to be 
consistent with the agency's 
responsibilities for public health and 
safety protection. 

The review and destruction, 7 years 
after NDA approval, of case reports of 
clinical investigations that supported 
marketing approval of a new drug would 
also appear to be consistent with the 
agency’s statutory obligations. Once the 
investigations they support have been 
reviewed and an NDA has been 
approved, these records are transferred 
to a Federal records center for storage. 
There has never been a health problem 
related to a clinical investigation that 
supported an NDA approval that has 
required these records for followup of 
clinical subjects 7 or more years after 
NDA approval. Since the enactment of 
the act in 1938 there has been only one 
case in which such records were 
referred to by a party in preparation for 
a proceeding to remove a new drug from 
the market 7 or more years after NDA 
approval. In that administrative 
proceeding, the case reports that had 
supported the 1959 NDA approval of 
Phenformin were used but were not 
critical in the 1978 decision to remove 
the drug from the market. The critical 
data relied upon in the decision 
concerned new evidence and studies on 
lactic acidosis, the often fatal adverse 
reaction that had come to light in the 
years following NDA approval. 

The disposition procedures under 
consideration would apply to records 
that supported marketing approval of 
new drugs subsequent to the effective 
date of the 1938 ac’ The bulk of stored 
records represents the documentation, 
particularly clinical studies and case 
reports, that have been required to 
support the approval of a new drug. 

The disposition procedures for the 
records under consideration would be 
implemented by FDA on a case-by-case 
basis. FDA wouid identify records for 
disposition under the new schedule and 
provide that information to NARS for 
implementation. Records not identified 
by FDA for disposition would be 
retained. To ensure that records are 
preserved for their full retention period, 
FDA would initiate its new disposition 
schedule with the oldest records and 
progress to the most recent, which 
currently would be specified as follows: 

(1) IND’s that have been inactive since 
December 31, 1975; 

(2) NDA’s, ANDA’s, and Forms 5 or 6 
that were withdrawn or revoked on or 
before December 31, 1977; 


(3) DMF’s with no record of a 
submission or authorization to the files 
since December 31, 1967; and 

(4) Case reports that supported an 
NDA or antibiotic application approved 
on or before December 31, 1975. 

The agency is inviting comments on 
its plan to revise its records disposition 
procedures. Although there is no 
requirement to publish a notice of 
proposed changes in records retention 
procedures, or to invite comments on 
suggested changes, FDA is publishing 
this notice for comment because of 
possible public interest. Interested 
persons may on or before February 6, 
1984 submit written comments on the 
proposed plan to the Dockets 
Management Branch {address above). 
Such comments will be considered in 
the preparation of revised records 
disposition procedures. If no significant 
adverse comment is received, the 
agency will initiate these disposition 
procedures at the end of the comment 
period. However, if objections are 
received that result in a significant 
revision of the proposed plan,.a notice 
announcing the changes will be 
published. Two copies of all comments 
should be submitted, except that 
individuals may submit single copies of 
comments. Comments should be 
identified by the docket number found in 
brackets in the heading of this 
document. Comments received by the 
agency may be seen in the office above 
between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 


Dated: November 23, 1983. 
Mark Novitch, 
Acting Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 
{FR Doc. 83-32410 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


{Docket No. 83M-0389] 


Cordis Corp.; Premarket Approval of 
Gemini Theta Model 415A Pulse 
Generator and Models 255A and 256A 
Programmer 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is announcing its 
approval of the application for 
premarket approval under the Medical 
Device Amendments of 1976 of the 
Gemini Theta Model 415A Pulse 
Generator and Models 255A and 256A 
Programmers, sponsored by Cordis 
Corp., Miami, FL. After reviewing the 
recommendation of the Circulatory 
System Devices Panel, FDA notified the 
sponsor that the device had been shown 
to be safe and effective for use in 


cardiac pacing as recommended in the 
submitted labeling. 


DATE: Petitions for administrative 
review by January 6, 1984. 


appress: Requests for copies of the 
summary of safety and effectiveness 
data and petitions for administrative 
review may be sent to the Dockets 
Management Branch (HFA-305), Food 
and Drug Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 
Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles H. Kyper, National Center for 
Devices and Radiological Health (HFK- 
402), Food and Drug Administration, 
8757 Georgia Ave., Silver Spring, MD 
20910; 301-427-7445. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 7, 1983, Cordis Corp., Miami, 
FL, submitted to FDA an application for 
premarket approval of the Gemini Theta 
Model 415A Pulse Generator and the 
Models 255A and 256A Programmers. 
The application was reviewed by the 
Circulatory System Devices Panel, an 
FDA advisory committee, which 
recommended approval of the 
application for use of this device as a 
cardiac pacing system. On November 10, 
1983, FDA approved the application by a 
letter to the sponsor from the Associate 
Director for Device Evaluation of the 
Office of Medical Devices. 

A summary of safety and 
effectiveness data on which FDA’s 
approval is based is on file in the 
Dockets Management Branch (address 
above) and is available upon request 
from ‘that office. A copy of all approved 
final labeling is available for public 
inspection at the Office of Medical 
Devices—contact Charles H. Kyper 
(HFK-402}, address above. Requests 
should be identified with the name of 
the device and the docket number found 
in brackets in the heading of this 
document. 


Opportunity for Administrative Review 


Section 515(d)(3) of the the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (the act) 
(21 U.S.C. 360e(d)(3)) authorizes any 
interested person to petition under 
section 515(g) of the act (21 U.S.C. 
360e(g)) for administrative review of 
FDA's decision to approve this 
application. A petitioner may request 
either a formal hearing under Part 12 (21 
CFR Part 12) of FDA’s administrative 
practices and procedures regulations or 
a review of the application and of FDA's 
action by an independent advisory 
committee of experts. A petition is to be 
in the form of a petition for 
reconsideration of FDA’s action under 
§ 10.33(b) (21 CFR 10.33(b)). A petitioner 
shall identify the form of review 





requested (hearing or independent 
advisory committee) and shall submit 
with the petition supporting data and 
information showing that there is a 
genuine and substantial issue of 
material fact for resolution through 
administrative review. After reviewing 
the petition, FDA will decide whether to 
grant or deny the petition and will 
publish a notice of its decision in the 
Federal Register. If FDA grants the 
petition, the notice will state the issues 
to be reviewed, the form of review to be 
used, the persons who may participate 
in the review, the time and place where 
the review will occur, and other details. 

Petitioners may, at any time on or 
before January 6, 1984, file with the 
Docket Management Branch (address 
above) two copies of each petition and 
supporting data and information, 
identified with the name of the device 
and docket number found in brackets in 
the heading of this document. Received 
petitions may be seen in the office 
above between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. 

Dated: December 1, 1983. 
William F. Randolph, 
Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 83-32534 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


Consumer Participation; Open Meeting 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is announcing the 
following consumer exchange meeting: 

Detroit District Office, chaired by 
Alan L. Hoeting, District Director. The 
topic to be discussed is Drug Use and 
the Elderly. 


DATE; Tuesday, December 13, 1983, 9:30 
a.m. 


ADDRESS: 1560 East Jefferson Ave., 
Detroit, MI 48207. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Diane Place, Consumer Affairs Officer, 
Food and Drug Administration, 1560 
East Jefferson Ave., Detroit, MI 48207; 
313-226-6260. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
purpose of this meeting is to encourage 
dialogue between consumers and FDA 
officials, to identify and set priorities for 
current and future health concerns, to 
enhance relationships between local 
consumers and FDA's District Offices, 
and to contribute to the agency's 
policymaking decisions on vital issues. 


Dated: December 1, 1983. 
William F. Randolph, 


Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 


{FR Doc. 83-32533 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 


Colorado River indian Irrigation 
Project, Arizona; Annual Operation 
and Maintenance Charges 


AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Public Notice. 


SUMMARY: The purpose of the public 
notice is to make the following changes: 

(a) Increase the basic annual per acre 
assessment rate for operation and 
maintenance from $16.00 to $22.00 per 
irrigable acre to properly reflect the 
actual costs for labor, materials, 
equipment and services. 

(b) Increase the per acre-foot charge 
for water in excess of the basic 
allowance from $5.50 to $8.00 per acre 
foot to properly reflect the actual cost 
for labor, materials, equipment, services 
and to encourage the overall 
conservation of water through efficient 
irrigation practices. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This public notice shall 
become effective Janauary 1, 1984. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Vernon M Hughes, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Colorado River Agency, Parker, 
Arizona 85344, telephone number (602) 
669-6121, Ext. 215. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
current operations and maintenance 
charges were established in June, 1979. 
The costs of labor, materials, power, 
equipment and energy have continued to 
increase each year until costs now 
exceed revenue from current charges. In 
1979 there were 75,706 irrigable acres in 
the project, in 1983 there are 76,275 
irrigable acres which is an increase of 
569 irrigable acres in 4 years, therefore, 
limited revenue has been derived from 
an increase in irrigable acreage. 

A notice of the proposed changes in 
the water rates was sent to all water 
users on October 1, 1983 and published 
in the local newspaper. Comments 
received were carefully considered in 
arriving at the new rate. 

The principal author of this document 
is Vernon M. Hughes, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Colorado River Agency, Route 1, 
Box 9-C, Parker, Arizona 85344, 
telephone number (602) 669-6121, Ext. 
215. 
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Pursuant to Section 171.1e of Part 171, 
Chapter 1, of Title 25 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, this pubic notice is 
issued under authority delegated to the 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs by 
the Secretary of the Interior in 209 DM 8 
and redelegated by the Assistant 
Secretary for Indian Affairs to the Area 
Director in 10 BIAM 3. 

Notice shall read as follows: 


Colorado River Indian Irrigation Project, 
Arizona Annual Operation and 
Maintenance Charges 


Basic Water Charges—The annual 
basic charges against the land to which 
water can be delivered under the 
Colorado River Indian Irrigation Project 
in Arizona for operation and 
maintenance of the Project, is hereby 
fixed at $22.00 per irrigable acre, 
whether water is used or not. Payment 
of this charge will entitle the water user 
to, but not in excess of, 5 acre-feet of 
water per annum per irrigable acre of 
land. 

Excess Water Charge—Additional 
water, if and when available, in excess 
of the basic allowance, may be 
delivered upon written request to the 
Superintendent by landowners or users 
at the rate of $8.00 per acre foot or 
fraction thereof. 

Charges—The charges above and 
allotments of water shall become 
effective for the Calandar Year 1984 and 
continue in effect until further notice. 

Payment—One-half of the annual 
basic water charge shall become due 
and payable on January 1 of each year, 
which entitles the water user to not 
more than one-half of the annual basic 
water allotment prior to July 1. The 
second half of the annual basic water 
charge will be due and payable on July 1 _ 
which shall entitle the water user to not 
more than the remaining one-half of the 
annual basic water allotment. Water 
delivery will not be continued for any 
tract after July 1 of any year unless and 
until the remaining half of the basic 
water charge shall have been paid. To 
all charges assessed against fee land 
and Indian lands under lease to a non- 
Indian which are not paid on or before 
July 1 of each year, there shall be added 
a penalty of one percent per month or 
fraction thereof from January 1 until 
paid. Water will not be delivered to any 
tract of land in succeeding years until 
full payment of the previous years’ 
operation and maintenance 
assessments, inclusive of penalties, has 
been made Or unless arrangements have 
been made under Part 171, Operation 
and Maintenance, Paragraph 171.17 CFR 
25, Indians, and (a) and (b) of thie 
section. 
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(a) Assignments or leases of Indian 
lands that become effective during the 
first half of the calendar year, and basic 
charges have not been paid in full, and 
irrigation water is desired during that 
half of the calendar year, the assignee or 
leasee will be required to pay prior to 
delivery of water, one-half the annual 
basic charge, for delivery of not to 
exceed one-half of the annual basic 
allotment of water, and if the lease term 
ends on June 30, the leasee shall be 
charged one-half of annual basic 
assessment for the calendar year, plus 
excess water charges for water used in 
excess of one-half of the annual basic 
allotment. 

(b) No water shall be delivered for use 
on Indian trust lands under lease until 
the Superintendent of the Indian 
Reservation has certified that the leasee 
has paid the required operation and 
maintenance charges and complied with 
all the terms of the lease contract. 

(c) The excess water charge is 
payable at the time of written request 
for such water and must be paid prior to 
delivery of the excess water. 

Water Users Responsibility for Water 
After Delivery—The water users are 
responsible for the water after it has 
been delivered to their lands, and are 
required to have their field ditches of 
proper capacity and in a suitable 
condition for delivery of irrigation 
water. 

Distribution and Apportionment—All 
water of the project is deemed a 
common water supply in which all 
irrigable lands of the project are entitled 
to share equally and such water will be 
distributed to the lands of the project as 
equitably as physical conditions will 
permit. 

W. P. Ragsdale, 

Assistant, Area Director. 

(FR Doc. 83-32516 Filed 12-6-83 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4310-02-M 


Bureau of Land Management 
[A-18943] . 


Public Lanes Exchange, La Paz and 
Yavapai Counties, Arizona 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of Realty Action 
Exchange, Public Lands in La Paz and 
Yavapai Counties, Arizona. 


summary: The following described 
public lands have been determined to be 
potentially suitable for disposal by 
exchange under Section 206 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976, 43 U.S.C. 1716: 


Gila and Salt River Meridian, Arizona 


T.7N., R. 14 W., 
Sec. 7, lots 2, 3, 4, SE4LNW%, E%SW%, 
SE%; Sec. 8, S2SW%. 
T. 7N., R. 15 W., 
Sec. 1,8%2SW%, 
Sec. 16, all; 
Sec. 17, E%; 
Sec. 21, N¥; 
Sec. 22, N¥, N42S*%%; 
T.8N., R. 15 W., 
Sec. 33, S¥eSE%; 
Sec. 34, SW%SW “4. 
T. 13 N., R. 6 W., 
Sec. 8, lot 8; 
Sec. 17, lot 2; 
T. 12 No., R. 8 W., 
Sec. 4, lots 1, 2, 3; 
Sec. 9, NANW%, SW%NW%, 
NW%SW%:; 
Sec. 21, SWY%NW %:; 
T.11N., R. 8 W., 
Sec. 36, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, W*2E%. 
T.10N., R.7 W., 
Sec. 18, lots 2, 3, 4, NY’eNE%, EW ‘2; 
Sec. 19, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E¥eW'%, E%*. 
T.10N., R. 8 W., 
Sec. 13, N¥%. 
T.11N., R. 7 W., 
Sec. 11, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, W%2E%; 
Sec. 12, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, N'2N%, 
SE%. 
Sec. 14, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, W¥%2E%, W'2. 
T. 12 N., R. 6 W., 
Sec. 30, SE%4SE%. 
T. 10 N., R. 6 W., 
Sec. 5, lot 4. 
T.11N., R.6 W., 
Sec. 19, E42SE%. 
T.8N.,R.4W., 
Sec. 34, S4NE‘%4ANE“NW%; 
Sec. 35, NE%. 
T. 8N., R. 7 W., 
Sec. 1, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S%; 
Sec. 3, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S¥; 
Sec. 10, all; 
Sec. 11, N%; 
Sec. 12, all. 


Comprising 9091.94 acres of public land. 
In exchange for these lands, the 


federal government will acquire 
nonfederal land from the Arizona State 


Land Department, described as follows: 


Gila and Salt River Meridian, Arizona 


T. 12 N., R. 10 W., 
Sec. 8, all; 
Sec. 9, all; 
Sec. 10, W'%2; 
Sec. 14, N¥%, SE%; 
Sec. 15, N¥%; 
Sec. 16, all; 
Sec. 17, all; 
Sec. 20, all; 
Sec. 23, NE%:; 
Sec. 24, W%; 
Sec. 25, W%; 
Sec. 28, all; 
Sec. 29, N%, SE%:; 
Sec. 33, N¥%, SE%; 
Sec. 36, N’2NW%. 


Comprising 6,800 acres of land owned by 
State of Arizona. 


The exchange proposal involves the 
surface and mineral estate of the private 
land and the surface and mineral estate 
of the public land with the exception of 
oil and gas, which will be reserved to 
the government. 

Purpose of the exchange is to enlarge 
the Peoples Canyon Wilderness Study 
Area to increase manageability. Non- 
federal land contains exceptional 
wilderness values and has received 
much public support for acquisition. The 
exchange has been proposed in the 
Bureau's planning system. Public 
interest will be well served by 
completion of the exchange. 

Value of the lands and interests to be 
exchanged is approximately equal. Upon 
completion of the final appraisal, 
acreages may be adjusted to equalize 
value difference. 

Lands to be transferred from the 
United States will be subject to the 
following reservations, terms and 
conditions. 

1. A right-of-way for ditches and 
canals constructed by the authority of 
the United States, Act of August 30, 
1890, 26 Stat. 391, 43 U.S.C. 945. 

2. A reservation of all the oil and gas 
to the United States with the right to 
prospect for, mine and remove such 
deposits. 

Publication of this notice in the 
Federal Register will segregate the 
public lands described herein to the 
extent they will not be subject to 
appropriation under the public land 
laws, including the mining laws. As set 
forth in 43 CFR 22 01.1(b), any 
subsequently tendered application, 
allowance of which is discretionary, 
shall not be accepted, shall not be 
considered as filed and shall be 
returned to the applicant. This 
segregative effect shall terminate upon 
issuance of patent to such lands, upon 
publication in the Federal Register of a 
termination of the segregation, or 2 
years from date of this publication, 
whichever occurs first. 
appress: For a period of 45 days, 
interested parties may submit comments 
to: District Manager, Phoenix District, 
Bureau of Land Management, 2929 West 
Clarendon Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 
85017. 


Dated: November 28, 1983. 
Marlyn V. Jones, 
District Manager. 


[FR Doc. 83-32515 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 





Southern Federal Coal 
Production Region, Alabama; Final 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) 
Availability 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, notice is hereby given that | 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
Department of the Interior, has prepared 
a Final Southern Appalachian Regional 
Coal EIS Il, which analyzes a second 
round of proposed competitive leasing of 
Federal coal in the Southern 
Appalachian Coal Production Region, 
Alabama Subregion. Copies of the final 
EIS are available to the public at the 
addresses provided below. 

In addition, the BLM is issuing a call 
for submission to the BLM of surface 
owner consents, given by qualified 
surface owners, that would permit 
surface mining of Federal coal on the 
identified tracts where the Federal coal 
is overlain by privately owned surface. 
Qualified surface owners also have the 
opportunity to submit wirtten refusals to 
consent. The legal discriptions of all 
surface-minable tracts considered for 
regional lease sale schedule in the final 
EIS are provided in Appendix A of this 
notice. 


ADDRESSES: Single copies of the final 
EIS may be obtained from and are 
available for inspection at the following 
locations: , 

Eastern States Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, 350 South Pickett Street, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22304 

Jackson District Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, Jackson Mall Office 
Center, 300 Woodrow Wilson, Suite 
3495, Jackson, Mississippi 39213 

Office of Public Affairs, Bureau of Land 
Management, 18th and C Streets, 
NW., Room 5623, Washington, D.C. 
20240. 

Valid written consents or written 

refusals to consent are to be filed with 

the Eastern States Office at the address 
given above. 

DATES: The dates for filing valid surface 

owner consent agreements, or evidence 

thereof, are contained in the 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section of 

this notice. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Bob Todd, Team Leader, Southern 

Applalachian Regional Coal II EIS, 


Jackson, Mississippi, at the address 
abeve. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Final Southern Applachian Regional 


Coal II EIS, which is part of the leasing 
process under the Federal Coal 
Management Program (43 CFR 3400), 
analyzes the environmental impacts that 
would result from the development of 16 
Federal coal tracts proposed for leasing 
in a 3-county area of Alabama. 

In addition, the EIS analyzes the 
cumulative regional impacts fo four 
alternative leasing levels, including the 
no action alternative, as well as other 
related regional development is the 
Southern Appalachian Federal Coal 
Productioin Region, Alabama Subregion. 

Copies of the draft EIS were sent to 
approximately 1,000 Federal, State, and 
local government agencies, non- 
governmental organizations and private 
citizens for their review and comment. 
Public hearings were held in Tuscaloosa, 
Alabama, on August 31, 1983. All 
substantive comments on the adequacy 
of the draft EIS received during the 
public review process have been 
carefully considered in preparing the 
final EIS. Responses to public comments 
are contained in Chapter 5 of the final 
EIS. 

In accordance with 43 CFR Part 3427 
of the Federal coal management 
regulations, the BLM is also requesting 
that written surface owner consent 
agreements, or evidence thereof, given 
by qualified surface owners for lands 
within the region be submitted to the 
BLM Eastern States Office at the 
address given above. Valid written 
consents for lands, in which the 
ownership of the surface is held by 
qualified surface owners and the 
ownership of them underlying surface- 
minable coal is reserved to the Federal 
Government, will be accepted until a 
yet-to-be determined date prior to the 
lease sale for the specific lands involved 
(see Appendix A). The actual deadline 
for submission of written consents shall 
be determined after the lease sale dates 
have been established, and shall be 
published in the Federal Register. It is 
the responsibility of parties intending to 
file consents to be aware of pending 
lease sale notice dates, as set forth in an 
announced regional lease sale schedule. 

Section 714(c) of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA) 
states that, “The Secretary shall not 
enter into any lease of Federal coal 
deposits until the surface owner has 
given written consent to enter and 
commence surface mining operations 
and the Secretary has obtained evidence 
of such consent.” 

As defined in the regulations (43 CFR 
3400.0—-5 (gg)). qualified surface owner 
“means the natural person or persons 
(or corporation, the majority stock of 
which is held by a person or persons) 
who: 
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(1) Hold legal or equitable title to the 
surface of split estate lands; 

(2) Have their principal place of 
residence on that land, or personally 
conduct farming or ranching operations 
upon a farm or ranch unit to be affected 
by surface mining operations; or receive 
directly a significant portion of their 
income, if any, from such farming and 
ranching operations, and; 

(3) Have met the conditions of 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection 
for a period of at least 3 years, except 
for persons who gave written consent 
less than 3 years after they met the 
requirements of both paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of this section. In computing the 3 
year period the authorized officer shall 
include periods during which title was 
owned by a relative or such person by 
blood or marriage, if during such periods 
the relative would have met the 
requirements of this subsection.” 

Valid written consent is defined in the 
regulations 43 CFR 3400.0-5(gg) as “the 
document or documents that a qualified 
surface owner has signed that: (1) Permit 
a coal operator to enter and commence 
surface mining of coal; (2) describe any 
financial or other consideration given or 
promised in return for permission, 
including in-kind consideration; (3) 
describe any consideration given in 
terms of type or methods of operation or 
reclamation for the area; (4) contain any 


.supplemental or related contracts 


between the surface owner and any 
other person who is a party to the 
permission, and (5) contain a full and 
accurate description of the area covered 
by the permissions.” 

As required by 43 CFR 3427.2(e), it is 
the Bureau's responsibility to review all 
consents received. The Bureau will 
verify that the named surface owner is a 
qualified surface owner as defined in 
the regulations and that the title for split 
estate lands described in the filing is 
held by the named qualified surface 
owner(s). In addition, to be considered 
valid, consents entered into after the 
August 4, 1977, enactment of the Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act 
must be transferable to whomever 
makes the successful bid in a lease sale 
for the tract that includes the lands to 
which the consent applies. A written 
consent shall be considered transferable 
only if it provides that after the lease 
sale for the tract to which consent 
applies: (i) The successful bidder shall 
assume all rights and obligations of the 
holder of the consent, including the 
obligation to make all payments to the 
grantor of the consent and to reimburse 
the holder of the consent for all money 
previously paid to the grantor under the 
consent; and (ii) neither the holder nor 
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the grantor of the consent has any right 
under the consent contract to prevent 
the successful bidder from assuming the 
rights and obligations of the holder of 
the consent by imposing additional costs 
or conditions or otherwise. If a filing is 
from anyone other than the named 
qualified surface owner, the Bureau 
shall contact the named qualified 
surface owner and request confirmation 
in writing that the filed, transferable, 
written consent, or evidence thereof, to 
enter and commence surface mining has 
been granted and that the filing fully 
discloses all of the items of the written 
consent. 

To facilitate the filing and review of 
written consents from qualified surface 
owners, the person submitting the 
consent is asked to include a statement — 
that the evidence submitted represents a 
true, accurate, and complete statement 
of information regarding the consent for 
the area described. Such a validation 
statement is required by 43 CFR 3427.3. 
The statement is to be signed and dated 
by the person submitting the consent 
and can be either incorporated directly 
into the consent document or enclosed 
as a separate item submitted with the 
consent document. The statement can be 
worded as follows: “I (We) hereby 
declare that the evidence submitted, to 
the best of my (our) knowledge, = 
represents a true, accurate, and 
complete statement of information 
regarding the surface owner consent for 
the area described.” This validation 
statement does not have to be witnessed 
or notarized. 

A qualified surface owner(s) that has 
not been contacted by or requested to 
enter into any agreement with a private 
party, who may wish to give consent to 
allow permission to enter and 
commence surface mining, may prepare, 
sign, and submit a consent document to 
the Eastern States Office. The consent 
document should include the 
information and requirements specified 
earlier in this notice in order to 
constitute a valid written consent as 
defined in the coal regulations (43 CFR 
3400.0-5(gg)), and must indicate any 
specific terms the surface owner may 
request to allow permission to enter and 
commence surface coal mining. This 
unilateral consent document must be 
signed by a private party prior to the 
deadline established for the submission 
of consent documents, or the area 
affected will not be offered for lease 
sale. In accordance with 43 CFR 
3427.2(a)(2), written statements from 
qualified surface owners who refuse to 
consent to coal leasing may be filed 
with the Eastern States Office at the 
address given above. Early submittal of 


a refusal to consent by a qualified 
surface owner who is firmly against 
giving consent, thereby disqualifying the 
specified land from further leasing 
consideration, will deter pressure from 
persons or parties seeking to enter into a 
consent agreement and will prevent 
continued inquiries by the BLM of the 
status of surface owner consent for the 
specified lands. Additional information 
on written surface owner consents may 
be obtained from the Team Leader, 
Southern Appalachian Regional Coal II 
EIS, Jackson, Mississippi, at the address 
given above. 

For the tracts analyzed in the Final 
Southern Appalachian Regional Coal Il 
EIS, the Secretary of the Interior's 
decision and the announcement of a 
final lease sale schedule is anticipated 
in March 1984. As part of that decision, 
the Secretary may choose to hold 
competitive lease sale(s) beginning in 
May 1984. If the Secretary’s decision 
should be to hold competitive lease 
sales in 1984, sale notices for the 
specified tracts to be offered could be 
published as early as mid-April 1984. 


Dated: November 25, 1983. 
Robert F. Burford, 
Director, Bureau of Land Management. 
Dated: November 30, 1983. 
Approved: 
J. Steven Griles, 


Acting Assistant Secretary, Department of the 
Interior. 
Appendix A 
Legal Description of Federal Coal in Spencer 
Hill Tract 
T. 18 S., R. 8 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 5, S¥2SE%; 
Sec. 8, WY%2NE%, NW%, Ni2SW%, SE% 
SW%, E%SE%; 
Sec. 9, W4%2NW%, SW%; 
Sec. 17, NE%, EX NW%, SW%4NW %, S%; 
Sec. 18, EE. 
Containing approximately 1,526.01 acres in 
Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Lockhart 
Hill Tract 


T.15S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 

Sec. 4, SW%4SE%; 

Sec. 5, NE%4SE%; S¥2SE%. 

Containing approximately 160.11 acres in 
Walker County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Willis 
Chapel Tract 
T. 15 S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 

Sec. 7, NE4SW%, N%2SE%. 

Containing approximately 124.26 acres in 
Walker County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Poplar 
Hollow (Revised) Tract 


T. 16 S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 32, NE4SW%. 

T.175S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 4, S“NE%, S4SW%:; 


Sec. 5, NW%4NW%, SYNW%, NY“SW ‘4, 
SW'4SW %, E%2SE%; 

Sec. 6, E42NE%, E4%2SE%:; 

Sec. 7, NE“NE%; 

Sec. 8, SEYANE%; 

Sec. 9, NY¥2NE%. 

Containing approximately 837.49 acres in 
Fayette and Tuscaloosa Counties, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Bagwell 
Road Tract 


T.17S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 15, SW'%4NE%, S2NW%, NW% 
SW%, NW'%4SE%; 
Sec. 22, NENW %, E%2SE%; 
Sec. 26, NW%NW%; 
Sec. 27, ENE. 


Containing approximately 439.33 acres in 
Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Crabbie 
Road Tract 


T.17 S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 30, SE%4SE%; 
Sec. 31, E¥2NE%, SW '%4NE%, SE“ NW 4; 
Sec. 32, E4ZNE%, SEANW%, WW 2; 
T. 18 S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 6, SW'%4NE%, EYXNW%, SW%YNW %, 
NW%SW%. 
Containing approximately 698.86 acres in 
Fayette and Tuscaloosa Counties, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Jock 
Creek Tract 
T. 18 S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 26, E%, E’2W %; 
Sec. 35, E4E%, NW%NE%, NE“NW %, 
SW%SE%. 
T.19S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 1, That part of NE%, E¥ANW% north 
of Watermelon Road. 
Containing approximately 998.69 acres in 
Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. 


Legai Description of Federal Coal in Panther 
Branch Tract 
T. 19 S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 1, That part of SW%NE%, E4NW% 
south of Watermelon Road; 
Sec. 12, SW'‘4NE%, SEXANW%, EXSW %, 
SE%. 
Containing approximately 479.28 acres in 
Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in 
Watermelon Road Tract 


1.19 S., R. 9 W., Huntsville P.M., 

Sec. 10, SE%; 

Sec. 14, NW%, SE%. 

Containing approximately 120.11 acres in 
Tuscaloosa County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Boxes 
Creek Tract 


T.145S., R. 10 W., Huntsville P.M., 

Sec. 3, EE; 

Sec. 11, WY%2SW%NW 4. 

Containing approximately 180.00 acres in 
Fayette County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Pleasant 
Grove Church 


T. 14S., R. 10 W., Huntsville P.M., 


Sec. 10, SE%4,SE%; 
Sec. 14, SWY%NW%, SW%; 





Sec. 15, NE%4s, NW%NW%, SEMNW%. 


Containing approximately 478.28 acres in 
Fayette County, Alabama. 


Legal Description of Federal Coal in Pendley 
Tract 


T. 15 S., R. 10 W., Huntsville P.M., 
Sec. 23,, E¥E%, SW%NE%,NW %4SE%; 
Sec. 24, SW%NE%, S“NW%, SW%, 
NW %“SE%, S%2SE%. 
Containing approximately 639.54 acres in 
Fayette County Alabama. 
{FR Doc. 83-32562 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


Proposed Combined Hydrocarbon 
Lease Form; Comment Period 
AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Comment period on Combined 


Hydrocarbon Lease Form proposal. 


SumMany: At present, the Bureau of 
Land Management utilizes separate, 
commodity specific forms when issuing 
mineral leases. Each form differs in 
several ways depending on the 
mineral{s) or the lands to be leased. 
Pursuant to the Combined Hydrocarbon 
Leasing Act of 1981 (95 Stat. 1070), 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (20 U.S.C. 
181 et seq.) and the Minerals Leasing 
Act for Acquired Lands (30 U.S.C. 351- 
359), the Bureau has developed, and will 
use if adopted, the proposed Combined 
Hydrocarbon Lease Form to issue leases 
within all designated “Special Tar Sand 
Areas.” 


The public is invited to submit written 
comments and suggestions for 
improvements of this proposed lease 
form which is shown below. 


DATE: Comments by January 6, 1984. 
ADDRESS: Comments and suggestions 
should be sent to: Director (650), Bureau 
of Land Management, 1800 C Street, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20240. 

Comments will be available for public 
service in Room 3610 of the above 
address during regular business hours 
(7:45 a.m. to 4:15 p.m.),, Monday through 
Friday. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Edward E. Coggs or Richard J. Aiken 
(202) 343-3258. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 
1981 (Pub. L. 97-78) amends the Mineral 
Lands Leasing Act of 1920 as amended 
and supplemented (30 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) 
and the Mineral Lands Leasing Act for 
Acquired Lands, as amended (30 U.S.C. 
351 et seq.) to establish a competitive 
leasing program for all designated areas 
in eastern Utah. These areas are 
designated by Department of the - 


Interior's Orders of November 20, 1980 
(45 FR 76800), and January 21, 1981 (46 
FR 6077). The Act allows holders of 
Federal oil and gas leases issued on or 
before November 16, 1981, and holders 
of valid mining claims to any 
hydrocarbon resources leasable under 
section 17 of the Mineral Lands Leasing 
Act of 1920 (30 U.S.C. 226) which were 
located prior to January 21, 1926, in 
Special Tar Sand Areas to convert those 
leases or claims to combined 
hydrocarbon leases. 


Dated: December 1, 1983. 
Robert F. Burford, 
Director. 

Form 3140—1 
(November 1983) 


U.S. Department of the Interior—Bureau 
of Land Management 


Combined Hydrocarbon Lease 


Serial Number 

This lease is entered into by and 
between the United States of America, 
through the Bureau of Land 
Management, as lessor, and 


as lessee, pursuant to the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920 (30 U.S.C. 181 et 
seq.) and the Minerals Leasing Act for 
Acquired Lands (30 U.S.C. 351-359), as 
appropriate, and as amended by the 
Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 
1981 (95 Stat. 1070). This lease is issued 
granting the exclusive right to drill for,. 
mine, extract, remove and dispose of all 
oil and gas (except helium) from the 
following described lands for a primary 
term of 10 years, and for so long 
thereafter as oil or gas is produced in 
paying quantities, subject to extension 
in accordance with the authorizing acts. 
The lessee shall also have the right 
construct and maintain on the leased 
lands all works, buildings, plants, roads, 
communication lines, pipelines, 
recessions, tanks, pumping stations, or 
other structures necessary for the full 
enjoyment of this lease. Rights granted 
are subject to applicable laws, the 
terms, conditions and attached 
stipulations of this lease, regulations, 
and formal orders in effect as of lease 
issuance, under the described lands. 


Lease Terms 


Sec. 1. Renta/—Lessee shall pay 
annual rental to the proper office of the 
lessor in advance of each year at a rate 
of $2.00 per acre or fraction thereof, until] 
lessee discovers oil or gas in paying 
quantities on the leased lands. 

Sec. 2. Roya/ties—(a) Royalties shall 
be paid to the proper office of lessor at 
the rate of 12% per centum in amount or 
value of production removed or sold 
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from the lease, unless this lease is 
converted from a competitive oil and gas 
lease in which case the applicable 
royalty is described in the attached 
schedule. 

(b) Royalties for undivided fractional 
interest leases shall be paid in the same 
proportion as the leased fractional 
interest is to the full interest in the 
resource. : 

(c) Lessor reserves the right to specify 
whether royalty is to be paid in value or 
in kind, and the right to establish 
minimum values on production after 
giving lessee notice and an opprotunity 
to be heard. When paid in value, 
royalties shall be due and payable on 
the last day of the month following the 
month in which production occurred. 
When paid in kind, production shall be 
delivered, unless otherwise agreed to by 
lessor, in merchantable condition on the 
premises where produced without cost 
to lessor. Lessee shall not be required to 
hold such production in storage beyond 
the last day of the month following the 
month in which production occurred, nor 
shall lessee be held liable for loss or 
destruction of royalty oil or other 
products in storage from causes beyond 
the reasonable control of lessee. 

(d) A minimum royalty shall be due 
for any lease year following discovery in 
the amount of $1.00 per acre. 

(e) Minimum royalty may be waived, 
suspended, or reduced, and production 
royalty may be reduced, for all or 
portions of this lease as provided in the 
regulations. 

Sec. 3. Bonds—Lessee shall file and 
maintain any bond required under 
regulations. 

Sec. 4. Diligence, Rate of 
Development, Unitization, and 
Drainage—Lessee shall exercise 
reasonable diligence in developing and 
producing, and shall prevent 
unnecessary damage to, loss of, or 
waste of leased resources. Lessor 
reserves the right to specify rates of 
development and production in the 
public interest and to require lessee to 
subscribe to such cooperative or unit 
plan, within thirty (30) days of notice, as 
is determined necessary for the proper 
development and operation of the area, 
field, or pool embracing these leased 
lessee. In all cases, lessee shall either 
drill and produce wells necessary to 
protest the leased lands from drainage 
or pay compensatory royalty for such 
drainage in the amount determined by 
lessor. 

Sec. 5. Documents, Evidence, and 
Inspection—{a) Lessee shall file with the 
proper office of lessor, not later than 
thirty (30) days after the effective date 
thereof, any contract or evidence of 
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other arrangement for the sale or 
disposal of production. At such times 
and in such form as lessor may, precribe, 
lessee shall furnish detailed statements 
showing amounts and quality of all 
products removed and sold from the 
lease, proceeds therefrom, and amount 
used for production purposes or 
unavoidably lost. Lessee also may be 
required to provide plats and schematic 
diagrams showing development work 
and improvements on the leased lands, 
and reports with respect to 
stockholders, investments, depreciation 
costs, and Federal lease interests. 

(b) Lessee shall keep a daily drilling 
record, a log, and complete information 
on all well surveys and tests in the form 
prescribed by lessor for all wells drilled 
on the leased lands. Lessee also shall 
keep a record of all subsurface 
investigations of said lands and furnish 
copies to lessor when required. Lessee 
shall keep open at all reasonable times 
for inspection by any duly authorized 
officer of lessor the leased premises and 
all wells, improvements, machinery, and 
fixtures thereon. Upon request by lessor, 
lessee shall make available for 
inspection and copying by any duly 
authorized officer of lessor all books, 
accounts, maps, and records relative to 
operations, surveys, or investigations on 
or under the leased lands. 

(c) Lessee shall maintain copies of all 
contracts, sales agreements, accounting 
records, and documentation such as 
billings, invoices, or simliar 
documentation that supports costs 
claimed as manufacturing, preparation, 
and/or transportation costs. All such 
records shall be maintained in lessee’s 
accounting offices for future audit by 
lessor. Lessee shall maintain required 
records for 6 years after they are 
generated or, if an audit or investigation 
is underway, until released of the 
obligation to maintain such records by 
lessor. 

(d) Where lessee conducts mining 
operations under this lease, lessee 
agrees to keep clear, accurate, and 
detailed maps, on a scale of not more 
than fifty (50) feet to the inch. These 
maps should show lessee workings in 
each section of leased lands, and be 
oriented to a public land corner so that 
the maps can be readily and correctly 
superimposed. The lessee also shall 
furnish to the lessor annually, or upon 
demand, certified copies of such maps 
and any written reports of operations as 
lessor may call for. 

(e) Information obtained under this 
term shall be open to inspection by the 
public only in accordance with the 
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 
522). 


(f} The lessee agrees to conduct all 
operations subject to the inspection of 
the lessor and to carry out at the lessee’s 
expense all reasonable orders and 
requirements to the lessor relative to the 
prevention of waste and preservation of 
the property, and the health and safety 
of workmen, and on failure of the lessee 
so to do, the lessor shall have the right, 
in addition to other available remedies, 
to enter on the property to repair 
damages or prevent waste at the 
lessee’s expense. 

Sec. 6. Conduct Operations —{a) 
Lessee shall conduct operations in a 
manner that prevents unnecessary 
impacts and minimizes other impacts to 
the land, air, and water, to cultural, 
biological, visual, and other resources, 
and to other land uses or users. Lessee 
shall take measures deemed necessary 
by lessor to accomplish the intent of this 
lease term. Such measures may include, 
but are not limited to, modification to 
siting or design of facilities, timing of 
operations, and specification of interim 
and final reclamation measures. Lessor 
reserves the right to continue existing 
uses and to authorize future uses upon 
or in the leased lands, including the 
approval of easements or rights of ways. 
Such uses shall be conditioned so as to 
prevent unnecessary or unreasonable 
interference with rights of lease. 

(b) Prior to disturbing the surface of 
the leased lands, lessee shall contact 
lessor to be apprised of procedures to be 
followed and modifications or 
reclamation measures that may be 
necessary. Areas to be disturbed may 
require inventories or special studies to 
determine the extent of impacts to other 
resources. Lessee may be required to 
complete such under guidelines 
provided by lessor. If, in the conduct of 
operations, lessee observes or 
encounters any threatened or 
endangered species, cultural resources, 
other specific resources that are 
statutorily protected, or substantially 
different or unanticipated environmental 
affects, lessee shall immediately contact 
lessor. Lessee shall cease any 
operations which would result in the 
destruction of such. : 

Sec. 7. Damages to Property—Lessee 
shall pay lessor for damage to lessor’s 
property improvements, and shall save 
and hold lessor harmless from all claims 
for damage or harm to persons or 
property as a result of lease operations. 

Sec. 8. Protection of Oiverse Interests 
and Equal Opportunity—{a) The lessee 
shall: Pay when due all taxes legally 
assessed and levied under laws of the 
State or the United States; accord all 
employees complete freedom of 
purchase; pay all wages at least twice 


each month in lawful money of the 
United States; maintain a safe working 
environment in accordance with 
standard industry practices; and take 
measures necessary to protect the 
health and safety of the public. Lessor 
reserves the right to ensure that 
production is sold at a reasonable price 
and to prevent monopoly. 

(b) Lessee shall comply with the 
provisions of Executive Order No. 11246 
of September 24, 1965, as amended, and 
the rules, regulations, and relevant 
orders of the Secretary of Labor issued 
pursuant thereto. Neither the lessee nor 
the lessee’s subcontractors shall 
maintain segregated facilities. 

Sec. 9. Transfer of Lease Interests, 
and Relinquishment of Lease—(a) 
Lessee shall file for approval or 
recording in the proper office of lessor 
any instrument transferring a record 
title, or working or royalty interest in 
this lease, and shall not create 
overriding royalties in excess of that 
allowed by regulations. 

(b) The lessee may relinquish this 
lease or any legal subdivision by filing 
in the proper Bureau of Land 
Management office a written 
relinquishment, which shall be effective 
as of the date of filing, subject to the 
continued obligation of the lessee and 
surety to pay all accrued rentals and 
royalties. 

Sec. 10. Delivery of Premises, 
Removal of Machinery, Equipment, - 
Etc.—{a) At such time as all or portion 
of this lease are returned to lessor, 
lessee shall deliver up to lessor the land 
leased, underground timbering, and such 
other supports and structures necessary 
for the preservation of themine or 
deposits and place all wells in condition 
for suspension or abandoment. Within 
180 days thereof, lessee shall remove 
from the premises all other structures, 
machinery, equipment, tools, and 
materials as required by the authorized 
officer. Any such structures, machinery, 
equipment, tools, and materials 
remaining on the leased lands beyond 
190 days, or approved extension thereof, 
shall become the property of the lessor. 
If lessee fails to remove any or all such 
property, lessee shall be liable for the 
cost of removal and disposal in the 
amount actually incurred by the lessor. 
If the surface is owned by third parties, 
lessor may waive the requirement for 
removal provided the third parties do 
not object to such waiver. 

{b) At such times as al! or portions of 
this lease is returned to lessor, lessee 
shall place all wells in condition for 
suspension or abandoment and, as 
provided in paragraph (a) of this section, 
remove equipment and improvements 





not deemed necessary by lessor for 
preservation of producible wells or 
continued protection of the environment. 

(c) Leesee shall, prior to the 
termination of bond liability or at any 
other time when required and in the 
manner directed by the lessor, reclaim 
all lands the surface of which has been 
disturbed, dispose of all debris or solid 
waste, repair the offsite and onsite 
damage caused by lessee’s activity or 
activities incidential thereto, and 
reclaim access roads or trails. 

Sec. 11. Proceedings in Case of 
Default—tf lessee fails to comply with 
applicable laws, existing orders or 
regulations, or the terms, conditions or 
stipulations of this lease, and the 
noncompliance continues for 30 days 
after written notice thereof, this lease 
shall be subject to cancellation. This 
provision shall not be construed to 
prevent the exercise by lessor of any 
other legal and equitable remedy, 
including waiver of the default. And 
such remedy or waiver shall not prevent 
later cancellation for the same default 
occurring at any other time. 

Sec. 12. Heirs and Successors-in- 
Interest—Each obligation of this lease 
shall extend to and be binding upon, 
and every benefit hereof shall insure to, 
the heirs, executors, administrators, 
successors, or assigns to the respective 
parties hereto. 

A. Undersigned Certifies as Follows: 

1. Lessee is a citizen of the United 
States; an association of such citizens; a 
municipality; a corporation organized 
under the laws of the United States or of 
any State or Territory thereof. 

2. All parties holding an interest in the 
lease are in compliance with 43 CFR 
3100 and the authorizing acts. 

3. Lessee is not considered a minor 
under the laws of the State in which the 
lands covered by this offer are located. 

B. Undersigned Agrees That lessee’s 
signature to this lease constitutes 
acceptance of this lease, including all 
terms, conditions and stipulations 
pertaining thereto. 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1001 
makes it a crime for any person 
knowingly and willfully to make to any 
Department or agency of the United 
States any false, fictitious or fraudulent 
statements or representations as to any 
matter within its jurisdiction. 


Duly executed this 
——. 19—-. 


day of 


(Signature of Lessee or Attorney-in-fact) 


The United States of America 
Company or Lessee Name 


(Signature of Lessee) 
(Title) 


(Date) 
By 


(Signing Officer) 


(Title) (Date) 

(Effective Date of Lease) 

Title 18 U.S.C. Section 1001, makes it a crime 
for any person knowingly and willfully to 
make to any department or agency of the 
United States any false, fictitious or 
fraudulent statements or representations as 
to any matter within its jurisdiction. 

This form does not constitute an information 
collection as defined by 44 U.S.C. 3502 and 
therefore does not require OMB approval. 
{FR Doc. 83-32517 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


Minerals Management Service 


Outer Continental Shelf; Availability of 
Final Environmental impact Statement; 
Proposed Southern California Oil and 
Gas Lease Offering 


Pursuant to 102(2)(C) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the 
Minerals Management Service has 
prepared a final environmental impact 
statement (EIS) relating to a proposed 
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and 
gas lease offering of approximately 11.6 
million acres of submerged Federal 
lands offshore the coast of southern 
California scheduled for April 1984. 

Single copies of the final EIS can be 
obtained from the Regional Manager, 
Minerals Management Service, Pacific 
OCS Region, 1340 W. 6th Street, Los 
Angeles, California 90017. 

Copies of the final EIS will also be 
available for review in the following 
public libraries: 

W. Valley Reg. Branch Library, 19036 

Vanowen Street, Reseda, CA 91335 
County of Los Angeles Library, Government 

Publications Unit, 320 W. Temple, Los 

Angeles, CA 90012 
San Diego County Law Library, 1105 Front 

Street, San Diego, CA 92101 
San Diego Public Library, Science and 

Industry Dept., 820 “E” Street, San Diego, 

CA 92101 
Culver City Library, 4975 Overland Avenue, 

Culver City, CA 90280 
San Bernardino County Free Library, 104 W. 

4th Street, San Bernardino, CA 92401 
Downey City Library, 8490 E. 3rd Street, 

Downey, CA 90241 
Santa Ana Public Library, Documents 

Section, 26 Civic Center Plaza, Santa Ana, 

CA 92701 
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Long Beach Public Library, Government 
Publications Dept., Ocean and Pacific, Long 
Beach, CA 90802 

University of California Library, Government 
Publications Dept., P.O. Box 5900, 
Riverside, CA 92123 

California State Polytechnical University 
Library, Documents Section, San Luis 
Obispo, CA 92701 

San Diego County Library, 5555 Overland 
Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 

California Lutheran College Library, 
Mountclef Village, Thousand Oaks, CA 
91360 

Anaheim Public Library, 500 West Broadway, 
Anaheim, CA 92805 

Bodkin, McCarthy, Sargent & Smith, 707 
Wilshire Boulevard 51st Floor, Los Angeles, 
CA 90071 

Oceanside Public Library, 615 4th Street, 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

Business & Economics Dept., Los Angles 
Public Library, 630 W. 5th Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90071 

California State Library, Oviatt Library, 
Documents Section, P.O. Box 771, Ventura, 
CA 93001 

San Diego State University Library, 5300 
Campanile Drive, San Diego, CA 92182 

San Diego State University, Malcolm A. Love 
Library, Government Publications Dept., 
San Diego, CA 92182 

California State University Library, 
Documents Section, P.O. Box 4150, 
Fullerton, CA 92634 

California Institute of Technology, Millikan 
Memorial Library, Pasadena, CA 91124 

Riverside Public Library P.O. Box 468, 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Pepperdine University Library, 8035 S. 
Vermont, Los Angeles, CA 90044 

Pasadena Public Library, 285 E. Walnut 
Street, Pasadena, CA 91101 

University of California, Serials, SIO Library 
C-075C, La Jolla, CA 92093 

San Clemente Library, 242 Avenida Del Mar, 
San Clemente, CA 92672 

University of Southern Calif., Government 
Publications Dept., P.O. Box 77983, Los 
Angeles CA 90007 

County of Ventura Library, Library, 
Government Document, 18111 Nordhoff 
Street, Northridge, CA 91220 

Loyola University School of Law Library, 
1440 W. 9th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90015 

The Sea Library, 408 Sycamore Road, Santa 
Monica, CA 90402 

University of California, Government 
Publications Dept. General Library, P.O. 
Box 19557, Irvine, CA 92713 

Santa Barbara Public Library, Reference 
Section, P.O. Box 1019, Santa Barbara, CA 
93102 

University of California, Water Resources 
Center Avenue, 2081 Engineering 1, Los 
Angeles, CA 90024 

Santa Monica Public Library, 1343 6th Street, 
Santa Monica, CA 93102 

Pomona College Documents Collection, 
Honnold Library, 222 E. 9th Street 
Claremont, CA 91711 
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University of California, The Library 
Government Publication Dept., Santa 
Barbara, CA 93106 

David C. Russell, 

Director, Minerals Management Service. 
Approved: 

Bruce Blanchard, , 

Director, Environmental Project Review. 

{FR Doc. 83-32567 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M 


National Park Service 


Alagnak Wild River; Availability of Final 
Management Plan 


ACTION: Notice of Availability of Final 
Management Plan for Alagnak Wild 
River, Alaska. 


SUMMARY: This notice announces the 
availability of the final boundaries, 
classification, and development and 
management plan for the Alagnak Wild 
River, Alaska. 


ADDRESSES: The final management plan 
for the Alagnak Wild River is available 
for review at the following locations: 
National Park Service, DOI Building, 
Room 3043, Office of Public Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 20240 
National Park Service, Alaska Regional 
Office, 2525 Gambell Street, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-2892 
Katmai National Park and Preserve, P.O. 
Box 7, King Salmon, Alaska 99613. 
Limited copies of the plan may be 
obtained from the following office: 
National Park Service, Alaska Regional 
Office, 2525 Gambell Street, Room 107, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-2892. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. David Morris, Superintendent, 
Katmai National Park and Preserve, P.O. 
Box 7, King Salmon, Alaska 99613 
(telephone: 907/246-3305), or Mr. 
William Welch, Associate Regional 
Director, National Park Service, 2525 
Gambell Street, Room 107, Anchorage, 
Alaska 99503 (telephone 907/271-4216. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Alagnak Wild River was established as 
a component of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System on December 2, 
1980, by the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA), Pub. 
L. 96-487 (16 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.). 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers are 
classified as wild, scenic, or recreational 
ANILCA classified the Alagnak as a 
wild river and specified a beginning and 
ending point for the wild river corridor. 
The Act further directed the National 
Park Service to formulate lateral 
boundaries for the corridor and a 
development and management plan by 
December 2, 1983. This plan fulfills these 
requirements. . 


Boundary Description 

Notice is hereby given that the 
following described lands are included 
within the boundary of the Alagnak 
Wild River, pursuant to the provisions of 
Sections 3(b) and 15 of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 1274(b) and 16 U.S.C. 1285b): 


Seward Meridian 


T. 12S., R. 38 W. 

Sec. 31, E4%, SW%, E¥% NW%, SW% 
NW%; 

Sec. 32 and 33, those portions lying 
northerly of the left bank of the Alagnak 
River from the line of mean high water. 

.125.,R. 42 W. 

Sec. 19, S¥%, SE% NE; 

Sec. 20, S¥z, S¥%2 N%; 

Sec. 21; 

Sec. 22, S¥%, S42 N%%, excluding U.S. Survey 
5200; 

Sec. 23, S%,. S% NE%, SEANW %, 
excluding U.S. Survey 5200; 

Sec. 24,5% SW%, NW%,. SW%, SW% 
NW; 

Sec. 25, W% NE%, SE%, W%; 

Sec. 26, N¥% NE%, SE% NE%, E% SE%, 
N'2 NW, excluding U.S. Survey 5200; 

Sec. 27, N¥ N%; 

Sec. 28, NW% NW'%; 

Sec. 29, N¥ NE%, N'% SW%, NW%; 

Sec. 30, N¥2, N¥% SE%, N¥% SW%, SW% 
SW; 

Sec. 35, E% E%; 

Sec. 36, N¥2, W2, SE%, SW. 

.12S., R. 43 W. 

Sec. 23, SE% SE%; 

Sec. 24, E% SE%, SW% SE%, S¥% SW; 

Sec. 25; 

Sec. 26, E42NE%, SE%, S42SW%. 

. 13 S., R. 38 W. 

Sec. 6, that part lying northerly of the left 
bank of the Alagnak River, from the line 
of mean high water. 

. 13 S., R. 39 W. 

Secs. 1, 2 and 3, those portions lying 
northerly of the left bank of the Alagnak 
River, from the line of mean high water; 

Sec. 4, SEY44SE%; 

Sec. 7, SE%SE%; 

Sec. 8, SE%, S42SW%, NE%“SW 4; 

Sec. 9, ENE%, S%%; 

Secs. 10 and 11, those portions lying 
westerly of the left bank of the Alagnak 
River, from the line of mean high water; 

Secs. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 and 30, those 
portions lying northerly and westerly of 
the left bank of the Alagnak River, from 
the line of mean high water. 

.13S., R. 40 W. 

Sec. 13, NE%4NE%, S'2NE%, SE%; 

Sec. 23, SE%, NE4SW%, S2SW; 

Sec. 24, E¥%, SW%, EXANW%; 

Sec. 25, that portion lying northerly of the 
left bank of the Alagnak River, from the 
line of mean high water; 

Sec. 26; 

Sec. 27, SE%, S¥2SW%; 

Sec. 28, S42SW%; 

Sec. 29, S¥4SE%, SW%SW%; 

Sec. 30, S¥%SE%, SE4SW%; 

Secs. 31, 32, 33, 34, 35 and 36, those 
portions lying northerly of the left bank 


of the Alagnak, River. from the line of 
mean high water. 
T.13S., R. 41 W. 

Sec. 19, S42SE%, SE%sSW%; 

Sec. 20, S%S%; 

Sec. 21, SW %4SE%, SSW %; 

Sec. 25, S4SW %; 

Sec. 26, S%2S%; 

Sec. 27, W¥%2NE%, SE“s5SE%, W42SE%, 
Ww; 

Sec. 28, E%, EZSW%4, NW%SW%, NW; 

Sec. 29, N%, N%2SE%, SW%; 

Sec. 30; 

Sec. 33, E¥, E42SW%, E42NW%, SW% 
NW: 

Sec. 34; 

Sec. 35; 

Sec. 36. 

.13 S., R. 42 W. 

Sec. 4, NEY44NE“%s, WY2NE%, W'2SE%, 
Ww; 

Sec. 9, W%2SE%, W%; 

Sec. 15, SW%SW%:; 

Sec. 16, W¥%2NE%, SE%, EYSW%s, NW% 
SW%, NW%; 

Sec. 21, NE%, NE%4sSE%, NE“ NW %; 

Sec. 22, SNE%, SE%, E¥%SW%, NW% 
SW%, NW%; 

Sec. 23, W%SW %; 

Sec. 24, SW'%4SE%, S4SW %:; 

Sec. 25; 

Sec. 26; 

Sec. 27, NYNE%, SEY4NE%, NE%SE%:; 

Sec. 35, NY&NE%, NE“ NW %; 

Sec. 36, NW%NW %; 

. 13 S., R. 43 W. 

Sec. 4, W%SW%, NW%; 

Sec. 5, N¥%, SE%, ESW%; 

Sec. 7; 

Sec. 8; 

Sec. 9, W%2W %; 

Sec. 17, NYNE%, NEYANW %.; 

.14S., R. 40 W. 

Secs. 4 and 5, those portions lying northerly 
of the left bank of the Alagnak River, 
from the line of mean high water. 

.14S., R. 41 W. 

Sec. 1; 

Sec. 2, N¥%, SE%, N%SW%, SESW %; 

Sec. 3, N¥&NE%, N4%NW%, SEANW%; 

Sec. 11, NW%4NE%, NEYNW %; 

Sec. 12, NW%NE%, NEANW%. 


Aggregating 24,038 acres more or less. 
Dated: November 16, 1983. 

Robert L. Peterson, 

Acting Regional Director. 

[FR Doc. 83-32513 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-70-M 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 


Acrylic Sheet From Japan; Request for 
Comments the Institution 
of a Section 751(b) Review 
investigation 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION: Request for comments regarding 
the institution of a section 751{b) review 
investigation concerning the 





Commission's affirmative determination 
in investigation No. AA1921-154, Acrylic 
Sheet from Japan. 


SUMMARY: The Commission invites 
comments from the public on whether 
changed circumstances exist which 
warrant the institution of an 
investigation pursuant to section 751(b) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 

§ 1675(b)) to review the Commission's 
affirmative determination in 
investigation No. AA1921-154 regarding 
acrylic sheet from Japan. The purpose of 
the proposed section 751(b) review 
investigation, if instituted, would be to 
determine whether an industry in the 
United States would be materially 
injured, would be three ratened with 
material injury, or the establishment of 
an industry would be materially 
ratarded, by reason of imports from 
Japan of transparent plastic sheet 
containing lead or lead compounds in 
such proportion as to render the 
material opaque to X-ray radiation, if 
the antidumping order is modified or 
revoked with respect to such 
merchandise. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On July 
26, 1976, the Commission determined 
that an industry in the United States 
was injured within the meaning of the 
Antidumping Act, 1921, by reason of 
imports of acrylic sheet from Japan 
determined by the Department of the 
Treasury to be sold or likely to be sold 
at less than fair value. 

On August 20, 1976, the Department of 
the Treasury issued a finding of 
dumping concerning imports of acrylic 
sheet from Japan (T.D. 76-40) and 
published notice of the dumping finding 
in the Federal Register (41 FR 36497). 

On November 1, 1983, the Commission 
received a request to review its 
affirmative determination in 
investigation No. AA1921-154. The 
request was filed pursuant to section . 
751(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 by the 
law firm of Bayh, Tabbert and Capehart 
on behalf of Kyowa Gas Chemical 
Industry Co., Ltd., of Tokyo, Japan, the 
sole manufacturer of Kyowaglas-XA. 


Written Comments Requested 


Pursuant to section 207.45(b)(2) of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (19 CFR 207.45(b)(2)), the 
Commission requests public comments 
concerning whether the following 
alleged changed circumstances are 
sufficient to warrant institution of a 
review investigation: (1) The subject 
product is a specially designed plastic 
used exclusively for X-ray and gamma 
ray radiation shielding purposes and is 
not similar to the acrylic sheet the 
Commission investigated; (2) The 


subject product was not developed until 
after the Commission's determination in 
1976 and was not imported into the 
United States in commercial quantities 
until 1981; (3) There was no U.S. 
preduction of a substitute product in 
1976 and there is none today; (4) This is 
a totally new product with unique 
charactgeristics and uses and costs six 
to eight times as much as domestic 
acrylic sheet; (5) Therefore there is no 
competition between domestic acrylic 
sheet and the subject product. 


Additional Information 


Under § 201.8 of the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 
201.8), the signed original and 14 true 
copies of all written submissions must 
be filed with the Secretary to the 
Commission, 701 E Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20436. All comments 
must be filed no later than 30 days after 
the date of publication of this notice in 
the Federal Register. Any person 
desiring to submit a document (or 
portion thereof) to the Commission in 
confidence must request business 
confidential treatment under section 
201.6 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 201.6). 
Such request should be directed to the 
Secretary to the Commission and must 
include a full statement of the reasons 
why the Commission should grant such 
treatment. Each sheet must be clearly 
marked at the top “Confidential 
Business Data.” The Commission will 
either accept the submission in 
confidence or return it. All 
nonconfidential written submissions 
will be available for public inspection in 
the Office of the Secretary. 

Copies of the request for review of the 
injury determination and any other 
public documents in this matter are 
available to the public during official 
working hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in 
the Office of the Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 701 E 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20436; 
telephone 202-523-0161. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bill Schechter, Office of Investigations, 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
(202-523-0300). 


Issued: November 30, 1983. 
By order of the Commission. 


Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-32610 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M ; 
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{Investigation No. 337-TA-168] 


Certain Combination Punch Press and 
Laser Assemblies and Components 
Thereof; Change of the Commission 
investigative Attorney 


Notice is hereby given that, as of this 
date, Gary Rinkerman, Esq., of the 
Unfair Import Investigations Division 
will be the Commission investigative 
attorney in the above-cited investigation 
instead of Wilhelm Zeither, Esq. 

The Secretary is requested to publish 
this Notice in the Federal Register. 


Dated: November 29, 1983. 
Respectfully submitted, 
David I. Wilson, Chief, 
Unfair Import Investigations Division. 
[FR Doc. 83-32611 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[investigations Nos. 731-TA-131, 132, and 
138 (Final)] 


Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes 
and Tubes From the Republic of Korea 
and Taiwan, Institution of Final 
Antidumping Investigations 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 


ACTION: Institution of final antidumping 
investigations. 


OFFECTIVE DATE: October 28, 1983. 
sumManyY: As a result of affirmative 
preliminary determinations by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce that there is a 
reasonable basis to believe or suspect 
that imports of certain welded carbon 
steel pipes and tubes from the Republic 
of Korea (Korea) and Taiwan,’ are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
(LTFV) within the meaning of section 
731 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1673), the United States International 


' Trade Commission hereby gives notice 


of the institution of investigations Nos. 
731-TA-131, 132, and 138 (Final) under 
section 735(b) of the act (19 U.S.C. 
1673(b)) to determine whether an 
industry in the United States is 
materially injured, or is threatened with 


‘For purposes of investigations Nos. 731-TA-131 
and 132 (Final), the term “certain welded carbon 
steel pipes and tubes” covers welded carbon steel 
pipes and tubes, of circular cross section, with walls 
not thinner than 0.065 inch, 0.375 inch or more but 
not over 4.5 inches in outside diameter, provided for 
in items 610.3231, 610.3232, 610.3241, and 610.3244 of 
the Tariff Schedules of the United States Annotated 
(1983) (TSUSA). For purposes of investigation No. 
731-TA-138 (Final), the term “certain welded 
carbon steel pipes and tubes” covers welded carbon 
steel pipes and tubes, of rectangular (including 
square) cross section, provided for in TSUSA items 
610.3955 and 610.4975. 
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material injury, or the establishment of 
an industry is materially retarded, by 
reason of imports of such merchandise. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert Carpenter (202-523-0399), Office 
of Investigation, U.S. International 
Trade Commission, Washington, D.C. 
204036. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


On June 6, 1983, the Commission 
determined, on the basis of the , 
information developed during the course 
of investigations Nos. 731-TA-131 and 
132 (Preliminary), that there was a 
reasonable indication that an industry in 
the United States was materially injured 
by reason of allegedly LTFV imports of 
certain circular welded carbon steel 
pipes and tubes from Korea and Taiwan. 
The preliminary investigations were 
instituted in response to a petition filed 
on April 21, 1983, by counsel on behalf 
of the Committee on Pipe and Tube 
Imports (CPT1).? 

On August 29, 1983, the Commission 
determined, on the basis of the 
information developed during the course 
of investigation No. 731-TA-138 
(Preliminary), that there was a 
reasonable inditation that an industry in 
theUnited States was materially injured 
by reason of allegedly LTFV imports of 
certain rectangular welded carbon steel 
pipes and tubes from Korea. The 
preliminary investigation was instituted 
in response to a petition filed on July 14, 
1983, by counsel on behalf of the CPTI. 


Participation in the Investigations 


Persons wishing to participate in these 
investigations as parties must file an 
entry of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commission, as provided in 
§ 201.11 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 201.11), 
not later than 21 days after the 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. Any entry of appearance filed 
after this date will be referred to the 
Chairman, who shall determine whether 
to accept the late entry for good cause 
shown by the person desiring to file the 
entry. 

Upon the expiration of the period for 
filing entries of appearance, the 
Secretary shall prepare a service list 
containing the names and addresses of 
all persons, or their representatives, 
who are parties to the investigations, 
pursuant to § 201.11(d) of the 
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.11(d)). 


? The nine member producers of the CPTI are 
Allied Tube & Conduit Corp., American Tube Co., 
Inc., Bull Moose Tube Co., Copperweld Tubing 
Group, Kaiser Steel Corp., Merchants Metals, Inc.. 
Pittsburgh-International, Southwestern Pipe, Inc., 
and Western Tube & Conduit. 


Each document filed by a party to these 
investigations must be served on all 


‘other parties to the investigations (as 


identified by the service list), and a 
certificate of service must accompany 
the document. The Secretary will not 
accept a document for filing without a 
certificate of service (19 CFR 201.6(c), as 
amended by 47 FR 33682, Aug. 4, 1982). 

A signed original and fourteen (14) 
true copies of each document must be 
filed with the Secretary to the - 
Commission in accordance with § 201.8 
of the Commission's rules (19 CFR 
201.8). All written submissions except 
for confidential business data will be 
available for public inspection during 
regular business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary to the 
Commission. Any business information 
for which confidential treatment is 
desired shall be submitted separately. 
The envelope and ali pages of such 
submissions must be clearly labeled 
“Confidential Business Information.” 
Confidential submissions and requests 
for confidential treatment must conform 
with the requirements of § 201.6 of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.6). 
Hearing 

The date of the Commission's hearing 
to be held in connection with these 
investigations will be announced later. 
Deadlines for filing prehearing and 
posthearing briefs, and written 
statements, will also be announced 
later. 

For further information concerning the 
conduct of the investigations, hearing 
procedures, and rules of general 
application, consult the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, part 
207, subparts A and C (19 CFR'part 207, 
as amended by 47 FR 33682, Aug. 4, 
1982), and part 201, subparts A through 
E (19 CFR part 201, as amended by 47 FR 
33682, Aug. 4, 1982). 

This notice is published pursuant to 
§ 207.20 of the Commission's rules (19 
CFR 207.20) 


Issued November 30, 1983. 
By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-32612 Filed 12-86-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[332-167] 


Quarterly and Annual Surveys on 
Certain Stainiess Steel and Alloy Tool 
Steel 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION: Pursuant to the authority of 
section 332(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 


54909 


(19 U.S.C. 1332(b) and section 203{i)(1) of 
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 1981, 
1982) the Commission, at the request of 
the United States Trade Representative, 
is amending the scope of its annual 
reports concerning certain stainless 
steel and alloy tool steel products 
required by Presidential Proclamation 
5074 of July 19, 1983. The initial notice of 
the investigation indicating the scope of 
the annual survey, contact persons, and 
other related information was published 
in the Federal Register of August 17, 
1983 (48 FR 37311). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Commission's annual surveys of U.S. 
producers of certain stainless and alloy 
tool steel products are being expanded, 
where necessary, so as to collect the 
following information relevant to the 
domestic industry's adjustment effort 
during the import relief period: 


(1) Capital expenditures—{a) actual 
and projected capital expenditures for 
each of the years 1983-87, (b) an 
explanation of the principal types of 
machinery and equipment expenditures 
and the purpose of the expenditures 
(e.g., to improve quality, to increase 
labor productivity, etc.), (c) a 
comparison of capital expenditure to 
cash flow for each of the years 1978-87, 
and (d) a statement of how and why 
actual expenditures deviate from those 
projected. 

(2) Research and development 
expenses—{a) actual and projected 
expenditures for each of the years 1983- 
87, (b) an explanation of the principal 
purposes for the expenditures, (c) a 
comparison of research and 
development expenses to sales for each 
of the years 1978-87, and (d) a statement 
of how and why actual expenditures 
deviate from those projected. 

(3) A summary on an annual basis of 
action taken other than on items (1) and 
(2) above to adjust to imports. 


Issued: November 30, 1983. 
By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-32608 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[Investigation No. 337-TA-150] 


Certain Self-Stripping Electrical Tap 
Connectors; Notice to all Parties 


Notice is hereby given that the 
prehearing conference scheduled for. 
December 19, 1983, and the hearing 
scheduled to commence immediately 
thereafter (48 F.R. 46633) are cancelled. 





The Secretary shall publish this notice 
in the Federal Register. 


Issued: November 28, 1983 
Janet D. Saxon, 
Administrative Law judge. 

{FR Doc 83-32609 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[Investigation No. 337-TA-145] 


Certain Rotary Whee! Printers; Notice 
of Commission Decision Not to Review 
initial Determination Terminating Two 
Respondents on the Basis of 
Settlement Agreements 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission: 

ACTION: Notice is hereby given that the 
Commission has determined not to 
review the presiding officer's initial 
determination (Order No. 38) 
terminating Tokyo Electric Co., Ltd. 
(TEC) and Brother Industries, Ltd. 
(Brother Industries) as respondents to 
the above-captioned investigation. 


Authority: Section 337 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337) and §§ 210.53(c) and 
210.53(h) of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (47 FR 25134, June 10, 
1982, and 48 FR 20225, May 5, 1983; to be 
codified at 19°CFR 210.53(c) and (h)). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April 
20, 1983, the Commission instituted 
investigation No. 337-TA-145 to 
determine whether there is a violation of 
section 337 in the unauthorized 
importation and sale of certain rotary 
wheel printers by virtue of their alleged 
infringement of U.S. Letters Patent 
4,118,129. 48 FR 16975. On September 9, 
1983, complainant Qume Corporation 
(Qume) and respondent TEC filed a joint 
motion (Motion No. 145-42) to terminate 
the investigation as to TEC on the basis 
of a settlement agreement and a 
purchase-sale agreement. On October 
11, 1983, Qume and Brother Industries 
filed a joint motion (Motion No. 145-49) 
to terminate the investigation as to 
Brother on the basis of a settlement 
agreement entered into by these two 
parties. Both of the motions were 
unopposed. On November 1, 1983, the 
presiding officer issued an initial 
determination (Order No. 38} granting 
both motions. 

Notice of the proposed termination of 
TEC and Brother Industries was 
published in the Federal Register of 
November 7, 1983 (48 FR 51179). No 
petitions for review or agency or public 
comments were received. 

Copies of the presiding officer's initial 
determination and all other 
nonconfidential documents filed in 
connection with this investigation are 


available for inspection during official 
business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in 
the Office of the Secretary, U:S. 
International Trade Commission, 701 E 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20436, 
telephone 202-523-0161. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jane Albrecht, Esq., Office of the 
General Counsel, U.S. International 
Trade’ Commission, telephone 202-523- 
1627. 

Issued: November 29, 1983. 

By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
{FR Doc. 83-32614 12-86-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[investigation No. 337-TA-172] 


Certain Shearing Machines; Order No. 
1 


Pursuant to may authority as Chief 
Administrative Law Judge of this 
Commission, I hereby designate 
Administrative Law Judge Donald K. 
Duvall as Persiding Officer in this 
investigation. 

The Secretary shall serve a copy of 
this order upon all parties of record and 
shall publish it in the Federal Register. 


Issued November 29, 1983. 
Donald K. Duvall, 
Chief Administrative Law Judge. 
[FR Doc. 83-32619 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[investigations Nos: 731-TA-134 and 135 
(Final)] 


Color Television Receivers From the 
Republic of Korea and Taiwan; 
Revision of Schedule for Conduct of 
investigations 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION: In conformance with the 
determination of the International Trade 
Administration of the Department of 
Commerce to amend its schedule for the 
conduct of the referenced investigations, 
the Commission hereby revises its 
schedule as follows: the prehearing 
conference will be held on March 1, 
1984; the hearing will be held on March 
8, 1984; and the Commission's final 
determination shall be issued on or 
before April 9, 1984. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 2, 1983. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Commission instituted these final 
antidumping investigations effective 
October 27, 1983, and scheduled a 
hearing to be held in connection 
therewith for January 12, 1984 (48 FR 
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50629, Nov. 2, 1983). On November 21, 
1983, the Department of Commerce 
extended the investigations in response 
to a request from exporters which 
accounted for a significant proportion of 
the merchandise subject to the 
investigations. The effect of the 
extension was to change the scheduled 
date for Commerce to make its final 
determinations from December 23, 1983, 
to February 23, 1984. Accordingly, the 
Commission is revising its schedule in 
the investigations to conform with 
Commerce’s:new schedule. 

The Commission's hearing, which was 
to have been held on January 12, 1984, 
has been rescheduled to begin at10 a.m. 
on March 8, 1984, in the Hearing Room, 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
Building, 701 E Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. Requests to appear at the hearing 
should be filed in writing with the 
Secretary to the Commission not later 
than the close of business (5:15 p.m.) on 
February 24, 1984. All persons desiring 
to appear at the hearing and make oral 
presentations should file prehearing 
briefs and attend a prehearing 
conference to be held at 9:30 a.m. on 
March 1, 1984, in room 117 of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission 
Building. The deadline for filing 
prehearing briefs is February 29. A 
public version of the prehearing staff 
report containing preliminary findings of 
fact in these investigations will be 
placed in the public record of February 
17, 1984. Posthearing briefs and all other 
written submissions must be filed by 
March 15, 1984. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Daniel Leahy (202-523-1369), Office of 
Investigations, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20436. 
Issued: December 2, 1983. 
By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-32618 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[Investigations Nos. 731-TA-161 and 162 
(Preiiminary)] 


Titanium Sponge From Japan and the 
United Kingdom; Institution of 
Preliminary Antidumping 
Investigations 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION: Institution of two preliminary 
antidumping investigations and 
scheduling of a conference to be held in 
connection with the investigations. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 28, 1983. 
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SUMMARY: The United States 
International Trade Commission hereby 
gives notice of the institution of 
investigations Nos. 731-TA-161 and 162 
(Preliminary) under section 733(a) of the 
Tariff Act (19 U.S.C. 1673(a)) to 
determine whether there is a reasonable 
indication that an industry in the United 
States is materially injured, or is 
threatened with material injury, or the 
establishment of an industry in the 
United States is materially retarded, by 
reason of imports from Japan and the 
United Kingdom of titanium sponge, 
provided for in item 629.14 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States (1983), 
which are alleged to be sold in the 
United States at less than fair value: 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. David Beck (telephone 202-523- 
0325) or Ms. Therese Palmer (telephone 
202-523-0270), U.S International Trade 
Commission, 701 E St. NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20436. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: . 


Background 


These investigations are being 
instituted in response to a petition filed 
in proper form on November 28, 1983, by 
the RMI Company, Niles, Ohio. The 
Commission must make its 
determinations in these investigations 
within 45 days after the date of the filing 
of the petition, or by January 12, 1984 (19 
CFR 207.17). 

Participation 

Persons wishing to participate in these 
investigations as parties must file an 
entry of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commission, as provided for in 
201.11 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 201.11), 
not later than seven (7) days after the 

-publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. Any entry of appearance filed 
after this date will be referred to the 
Chairman, who shall determine whether 
to accept the late entry for good cause 
shown by the person desiring to file the 
notice. 


Service of Documents 


The Secretary will compile a service 
list from the entries of appearance filed 
in these investigations. Any party 
submitting a document in connection 
with the investigations shall, in addition 
to complying with section 201.8 of the 
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.8), serve 
a copy of each such document on all 
other parties to the investigations. Such 
service shall conform with the 
requirements set forth in section 
201.16(b) of the rules (19 CFR 201.16(b), 
as amended by 47 FR 33682, Aug. 4, 
1982). 


In addition to the foregoing, each 
document filed with the Commission in 
the course of these investigations must 
include a certificate of service setting 
forth the manner and date of such 
service. This certificate will be deemed 
proof of service of the document. ‘ 
Documents not accompanied by a 
certificate of service will not be 
accepted by the Secretary. 


Written Submissions 


Any person may submit to the 
Commission on or before December 27, 
1983, a written statement of information 
pertinent to the subject matter of these 
investigations (19 CFR 207.15). A signed 
original and fourteen (14) copies of such 
statements must be submitted (19 CFR 
201.8). 

Any business information which a 
submitter desires the Commission to 
treat as confidential shall be submitted 
separately, and each sheet must be 
clearly marked at the top “Confidential 
Business Data.” Confidential 
submissions must conform with the 
requirements of § 20.6 of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.6). All 
written submissions, except for 
confidential business data, will be 
available for public inspection. 


Conference 


The Director of Operations of the 
Commission has scheduled a conference 
in connection with these investigations 
for 9:30 a.m. on December 20, 1983, at 
the U.S. International Trade 
Commission Building, 701 E Street NW.., 
Washington, D.C. Parties wishing to 
participate in the conference should 
contact Mr. Beck (202-523-0325), not 
later than December 19, 1983, to arrange 
for their appearance. Parties in support 
of the imposition of antidumping duties 
in these investigations and parties in 
opposition to the imposition of such 
duties will each be collectively allocated 
one hour within which to make an oral 
presentation at the conference. 


Public Inspection 


A copy of the petition and all written 
submissions, except for confidential 
business data, will be available for 
public inspection during regular 
business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in 
the Office of the Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 701 E 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 

For further information concerning the 
conduct of these investigations and rules 
of general application, consult the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, part 207, subparts A and B 
(19 CFR part 207, as amended by 47 FR 
33682, Aug. 4, 1982), and part 201, 
subparts A through E (19 CFR part 201, 


54911 


as amended by 47 FR 33682, Aug. 4, 
1982). Further information concerning 
the conduct of the conference will be 
provided by Mr. Beck. 
This notice is published pursuant to §207.12 
of the Commissions’s rules (19 CFR 207.12). 
Issued: December 1, 1983. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
{FR Doc. &3-32616 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-m 


[investigation No. 337-TA-173] 


Certain Valves; Order 


Pursuant to my authority as Chief 
Administrative Law Judge of this 
Commission, I hereby designate 
Administrative Law Judge Janet D. 
Saxon as Presiding Officer in this 
investigation. 

The Secretary shall serve a copy of 
this order upon all parties of record and 
shall publish it in the Federal Register. 


Issued: November 29, 1983. 
Donald K. Duvall, 
Chief Administrative Law Judge. 
[FR Doc. 83-32615 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[Investigation No. 337-TA-133] 


Certain Vertical Milling Machines and 
Parts, Attachments and Accessories 
Thereto; Commission Decision To 
Review Initial Determination, 
Commission Hearing and Schedule for 
Filing Written Submissions 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice is hereby given that the 
Commission has determined to review a 
portion of the presiding officer's initial 
determination on violation of section 337 
in the above-captioned investigation. 


Authority: The authority for the 
Commission's deposition of this matter is 
contained in section 337 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1337) and in sections 210.53- 
.56 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (47 FR 25134, June 10, 1982 and 48 
FR 9242, March 4, 1983; to be codified at 19 
CFR §§ 210.53-.56). 


SUPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

On October 31, 1983, the presiding 
officer issued an initial determination 
that (1) Chanun Machine Tool Co., Ltd., 
(2) Hong Yeong Machinery Industrial 
Co., Ltd., (3) Poncho Enterprise Co., Ltd., 
(4) M.LT. Machinery & Tool Co., Ltd., (5) 
Warner Tool & Machine Tool Co., Ltd., 
(6) ABC Industrial Machine Tool Co., (7) 
Big-Joe Industrial Tool Corp., (8) South 
Ben Lathe, Inc., (9) Enco Manufacturing 





Co., (10) Maw Chang Machinery Co., 
Ltd., (11) Lilian Machinery Industrial 
Co., Ltd., (12) DoAll Co., (13) Jeng Shing 
Enterprises Co., (4) Kabaco Tools, Inc., 
(15) Lio Ho Machine Works, Ltd., {16) 
She Hong Industrial Co., Ltd., (17) Yun 
Fu Machinery Co., Ltd., (18) Yeong Chin 
Machinery Industries Co., (19) Y.C.1. 
USA, Inc., and (20) Long Chang 
Machinery Co., Ltd., had violated 
section 337 in the importation and sale 
of certain vertical milling machines. 
Specifically, the presiding officer found 
that eleven respondents used a 
photograph of a Bridgeport vertical 
milling machine in their advertisements 
for Taiwanese machines. Consequently, 
the presiding officer found that Chanun, 
Poncho, Lilian, Warner, M.LT., ABC. 
Big-Joe, South Bend Lathe, Enco, Maw 
Chang, and Long Chang had violated 
section 43({a) of the Lanham Act and 
engaged in false advertising. 

Additionally, the presiding officer 
found that the following respondents 
had engaged in passing off: DoAll, Hong 
Yeong, Jeng Shing, Kabaco, Lio Ho, Naw 
Chang, She Hong, Poncho, Lilian, South 
Bend Lathe, Chanun, Enco, Yun Fu, 
Warner, Big-Joe and Yeong Chin. 

The presiding officer found that the 
following respondents had not violated 
section 337 and terminated the 
investigation with respect to them: (1) 
Alliant Machine Tool Corp., (2) Nahshon 
Machinery Co., (3) Fu Shanlong industry 
Co., Ltd., (4) Great International Corp., 
(5) Yamazen U.S.A., Inc., (6) Hsu Pen 
Machinery Co., (7) Kingtex Corp., (8) 
Pal-Up Enterprises Co., Ltd., (9) Shye 
Shing Machinery Mfg. Co., Ltd., (10) 
Rutland Tool & Supply Co., Inc., (11) 
Pilgrim Industries, Inc., (12) Select 
Machine Tool Co., (13) Webb Machinery 
Corp., and (14) Luson International 
Distributors, Inc. Compliant, 
respondents, and the Commission 
investigative attorney have petitioned 
for review of various parts of the initial 
determination pursuant to section 
210.54(a) of the Commission’s rules. 

After examining the petitions for 
review and the responses thereto, the 
Commission has concluded that there 
are issues that warrant review. 
Specifically, the Commission will review 
the following issues: 

1. The existence of a common law 
trademark in the exterior appearance of 
the Bridgeport Series I vertical milling 
machine; 

2. The existence of acommon law 
trademark in the name Series I; 

3. Infringement of these alleged 
common law trademarks; 

4. The availability of the equitable 
defense of laches; 

5. Passing off; 


6. Violation of section 43(a) of the 
Lanham Act through false advertising; 

7. False advertising; and 

8. Injury. 

The Commission's review will be 
limited to the above issues. No other 
issues will be considered. 


Commission Hearing 


The Commission will hold a public 
hearing on January 9, 1984, in the 
Commission’s Hearing Room, 701 E 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20436, 
beginning at 10:00 a.m. The hearing will 
be diveded into two parts. First, the 
Commission will hear oral arguments on 
that portion of the presiding officer's 
initial determination selected for review. 
Second, the Commission will hear 
presentations concerning appropriate 
relier, the effect that such relief would 
have upon the public interest, and the 
proper amount of the bond in the event 
that the Commission determines that 
there is a violation of section 337 and 
that relief should be granted. These 
matters will be heard on the same day 
in order to facilitate the completion of 
this investigation within time limits 
established under law and to minimize 
the burden upon the parties. 


Oral Arguments 


Parties to the investigation and 
interested Government agencies may 
present oral arguments concerning those 
portions of the presiding officer's initial 
determination being reviewed. That 
portion of a party’s or an agency’s total 
time allocated tc oral argument may be 
used in any way the party or agency 
making argument sees fit, i.e., a portion 
of the time may be reserved for rebuttal 
or devoted to summation. The oral 
argument will be held in the following 
order; complainant, respondents, 
Government agencies, and the 
Commission investigative attorney. 
Persons making oral argument are 
reminded that such argument must be 
limited to the issues being reviewed by 
the Commission and must be based 
upon the evidentiary record certified to 
the Commission by the presiding officer. 


Oral Presentations on Relief, the Public 
Interest, and Bonding 


Following the oral arguments:on the 
presiding officer's initial determination, 
parties to the investigation, Government 
agencies, public-interest groups, and 
interested members of the public may 
make oral presentations on the issues of 
relief, public interest, and bonding. This 
portion of the hearing is quasi-legislative 
in nature; presentations need not be 
confined to the evidentiary record 
certified to the Commission by the 
presiding officer, and may include the 
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testimony of witnesses. Oral 
presentations on relief, public interest, 
and bonding, will be heard in this order; 
complainant, respondents, Government 
agencies, the Commission investigative 
attorney, public-interest groups, and 
interested members of the public. 

If the Commission finds that a 
violation of section 337 has occurred, it 
may issue (1).an order which could 
result in the exclusion of the subject 
articles from entry into the United 
States and/or (2) cease and desist 
orders which could result in one or more 
respondents being required to cease and 
desist from engaging in unfair acts in the 
importation and sale of such articles. 
Accordingly, the Commission is 
interested in hearing presentations 
which address the form of relief, if any, 
which should be ordered. 

If the Commission finds that a 
violation of section 337 has occurred 
and orders some form of relief, the 
President has 60 days to approve or 
disapprove the Commission's action. 
During this period, the subject articles 
would be entitled to enter the United 
States under a bond in an amount 
determined by the Commission and 
prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. The Commission is therefore 
interested in hearing presentations 
concerning the amount of the bond, if 
any, which should be imposed. 


Public Interest Consideration 


If the Commission concludes that a 
violation of section 337 has occurred 
and contemplates some form of relief, it 
must consider the effect of that relief 
upon the public interest. The factors 
which the Commission will consider 
include the effect that an exclusion 
order and/or a cease and desist order 
would have upon (1) the public health 
and welfare, (2) competitive conditions 
in the U.S. economy, (3) the U.S. 
production of articles which are like or 
directly competitive with those which 
are the subject of the investigation, and 
(4) U.S. consumers. 


Time Limit for Oral Argument And Oral 
Presentation 


Complainant, respondents (taken 
collectively), the Commission 
investigative attorney, and Government 
agencies will be limited to a total of 30 
minutes (exclusive of time consumed by 
questions from the Commission or its 
advisory staff) for making both oral 
argument on violation and oral 
presentations on remedy, public interest, 
and bonding. Persons making 
presentations solely on remedy, the 
public interest, and bonding will be 
limited to 10 minutes (exclusive of time 
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consumed by questions from the 
Commission and its advisory staff). The 
Commission may in its discretion 
expand the aforementioned time limits 
upon receipt of a timely request to do so. 
Written Submissions 

In order to give greater focus to the 
hearing, the parties to the investigation 
and interested Government agencies are 
encouraged to file briefs on the issues on 
review and on the issues of remedy, the 
public interest and bonding. 
Complainant and the Commission 
investigative attorney are also requested 
to submit a proposed exclusion order 
and/or a proposed cease and desist 
order for the Commission's 
consideration. Persons other than the 
parties and Government agencies may 
file written submissions addressing the 
issues of remedy, the public interest, 
and bonding. Written submissions on 
the issues selected for review must be 
filed not later than the close of business 
on December 15, 1983, and submissions 
on remedy, the public interest and 
bonding must be filed not later than the 
close of business on December 22, 1983. 
During the course of the hearing, the 
parties may be asked to file posthearing 
briefs. 

Notice of Appearance 

Written requests to appear at the 
Commission hearing must be filed with 
the Office of the Secretary by January 3, 
1984. 

Additional Information 

Persons submitting briefs and/or 
written submissions must file the 
original document and 14 true copies 
thereof with the Office of the Secretary 
on or before the deadlines stated above. 
Any person desiring to submit a’ 
document (or a portion thereof) to the 
Commission in confidence must request 
confidential treatment unless the 
information has already been granted 
such treatment by the presiding officer. 
All such requests should be directed to 
the Secretary of the Commission and 
must include a full statement of the 
reasons why the Commission should 
grant such treatment. Documents 
containing confidential information 
approved by the Commission for 
confidential treatment will be treated 
accordingly. All nonconfidential written 
submissions will be available for public 
inspection at the Secretary's Office. 

Notice of this investigation was 
published in the Federal Register of 
November 17, 1983, 47 FR 51821. 

Copies of the nonconfidential version 
of the presiding officer's initial 
determination and all other 
nonconfidential documents filed in 


connection with this investigation are 
available for inspection during official 
business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in 
the office of the Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 701 E 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20436, 
telephone 202-523-0161. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Catherine R. Field, Esq., Office of the 
General Counsel, U.S. International 
Trade Commission, telephone 202-523- 
0350. 


Issued: November 30, 1983. 
By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-32617 Filed 12-86-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


[Docket No. AB-19 (Sub-62)] 


Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company— 
Abandonment—in Guernsey, Noble 
and Beimont Counties, OH; Findings 


The Commission has issued a 
certificate authorizing Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad Company to abandon its 28.02- 
mile rail line between Lamira (milepost 
13.69) and Gibson (milepost 41.71) in 
Guernsey, Noble, and Belmont Counties, 
OH. The abandonment certificate will 
become effective 30 days after this 
publication unless the Commission also 
finds that: (1) A financially responsible 
person has offered financial assistance 
(through subsidy or purchase) to enable 
the rail service to be continued; and (2) 
it is likely that the assistance would 
fully compensate the railroad. 

Any financial assistance offer must be 
filed with the Commission and the 
applicant no later than 10 days from 
publication of this Notice. The following 
notation shall be typed in bold face on 
the lower left-hand corner of the 
envelope containing the offer: “Rail 
Section, AB-OFA.” Any offer previously 
made must be remade within this 10-day 
period. 

Information and procedures regarding 
financial assistance for continued rail 
service are contained in 49 U.S.C. 10905 
and 49 CFR 1152.27. 

James H. Bayne, 
Acting Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 63-32564 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


{Finance Docket No. 30261] 
The Baltimore and Ohio Chicago 


The Baltimore and Ohio Chicago 
Terminal Railroad Company (B&OCT) 
has filed a notice of exemption for an 
abandonment under 49 CFR 1152 
Subpart F—Exempt Abandonments. The 
line to be abandoned is a portion of 
B&OCT’s Chicago Heights Subdivision 
between Valuation Stations 517 +45 and 


- 658468, a distance of approximately 


2.67 miles in Cook and Will Counties, IL. 

B&OCT has certified (1) that no local 
traffic has moved over the line for at 
least 2 years, and there is no overhead 
traffic on the line, and (2) that no formal 
complaint filed by a user of rail service 
on the line regarding cessation of 
service over the line either is pending 
with the Commission or has been 
decided in favor of the complainant 
within the 2-year period. The Public 
Service Commission {or equivalent 
agency) in Illinois has been notified in 
writing at least 10 days prior to the filing 
of this notice. See Exemption of Out of 
Service Rail Lines, 366 1.C.C. 885 (1983). 

As a condition to use of this 
exemption, any employees affected by 
the abandonment shall be protected 
pursuant to Oregon Short Line R. Co.— 
Abandonment—Goshen, 360 1.C.C. 91 
(1979). 

The exemption will be effective on 
January 30, 1984 (unless stayed pending 
reconsideration). Petitions to stay the 
effective date of the exemption must be 
filed by December 15, 1983, and 
petitions for reconsideration, including 
environmental, energy and public use 
concerns, must be filed by December 27, 
1983 with: Office of the Secretary, Case 
Control Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, DC 20423. 

A copy of any petition filed with the 
Commission should be sent to BkOCT’s 
representative: Rene J. Gunning, Suite 
2204, Chessie System, 100 North Charles 
Street, Baltimore, MD 21201. 

If the notice of exemption contains 
false or misleading information, the use 
of the exemption is void ab initio. 

A. notice to the parties will be issued 
if use of the exemption is conditioned 
upon environmental or public use 
conditions. 


Decided: December 1, 1983. 





By the Commission, Heber P. Hardy, 
Director, Office of Proceedings. 

James H. Bayne, 

Acting Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 8332565 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Information Collections Under Review 


December 2, 1983. 

OMB has been sent for review the 
following proposals for the collection of 
information under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35) since the last list was 
published. The list has all the entries 
grouped into new forms, revisions, or 
extensions. Each entry contains the 
following information: 

(1) The name and telephone number of 
the Agency Clearance Officer (from 
whom a copy of the form and supporting 
documents is available); (2) The office of 
the agency issuing this form; (3) The title 
of the form; (4} The agency form number, 
if applicable; (5) How often the form 
must be filled out; (6) Who will be 
required or asked to report; (7) An 
estimate of the number of responses; (8) 
An estimate of the total number of hours 
needed to fill out the form; (9) An 
indication of whether Section 3504({H) of 
Pub. L. 96-511 applies; (10) The name 
and telephone number of the person or 
office responsible for OMB review. 
Copies of the proposed forms and 
supporting documents may be obtained 
from the Agency Clearance Officer 
whose name and telephone number 
appear under the agency name. 
Comments and questions about the 
items on this list should be directed to 
the reviewer listed at the end of each 
entry and to the Agency Clearance 
Officer. If you anticipate commenting on 
a form but find that time to prepare will 
prevent you from submitting comments 
promptly, you should advise the 
reviewer and the Agency Clearance 
Officer of your intent as early as 
possible. 


Department of Justice 


Agency Clearance Officer Larry E. 
Miesse—202-633-4312. 


Extension of the Expiration Date of a 
Currently Approved Collection Without 
Any Change in the Substance or in the 
Method of Collection 


¢ Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Department of Justice 
Immigration Bond 
On occasion 
Individuals or households 


Information used to determine 
whether the alien for whom the bond is 
furnished shall be admitted to the 
United States or released from Service 
custody after having been detained in 
conjunction with deportation or 
exclusion proceedings: 9,900 
respondents; 82 hours; not applicable 
under 3504(h). 


Rob Veeder—395-4814 


_© Office of Justice Assistance, 


Research and Statistics, Department 
of Justice 
Categorical Grant Progress Report 
Quarterly 
State or local governments, small 
businesses or organizations 
OMB Circulars A-102 and A-110 
require grant recipients to submit 
performance reports to the grantor 
agency. This form is used to satisfy this 
requirement. The information is used by 
the agency grant monitors to track 
project progress: 4,000 respondents, 
8,000 hours; not applicable under 
3504(h). 
Rob Veeder—395-4814 


Reinstatement of a Previously Approved 
Collection for Which Approval Has 
Expired 


e Office of Justice Assistance, 
Research and Statistics, Department 
of Justice 

Financial Status Report (H-1) 

Quarterly 

State or local governments, businesses 
or other for-profit, non-profit 
institutions, individuals or households 


This financial reporting form is 
prescribed by OMB Circulars A-102 and 
A-110. The information provided is 
reviewed by the grantor agency to 
ensure proper use of Federal funds and 
to monitor grantee cash flow: 4,200 
respondents; 6,300 hours; not applicable 
under 3504(h). 


Rob Veeder—395-4814 


New Collection 


* Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
Department of Justice 
Uniform Crime Reporting Study—Law 
Enforcement Agency Survey 
One time 
Local Governments 
As part of the study of the Uniform 
Crime Reporting (UCR) System, the 
survey will collect information from 
local law enforcement agencies 
contributing UCR data in order to assess 
the current system and to receive input 
from contributors who may be affected 
by study recommendations: 3,097 
respondents; 2,323 hours; not applicable 
under 3504(h). 
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Rob Veeder—395-4814 


Larry E. Miesse, 

Agency Clearance Officer, Department of 
Justice. 

{FR Doc. 83~32568 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 4410-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Employment and Training 
Administration 


Job Training Partnership Act; Fiscal 
Year 1984 Transition Period; State 
Allotments under Title IV-A, Section 
402 Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker 
Programs 


AGENCY: Employment and Training 
Administration, Labor. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This Notice announces the 
final Fiscal Year (FY) 1984 transition 
period—the first nine months of FY 1984, 
October 1 1983, through June 30, 1984— 
allotments to States for programs funded 
under Title IV, Section 402 of the Job 
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) (Pub. L. 
97-300) of October 13, 1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Paul A. Mayrand, Acting Director, Office 
of Special Targeted Programs, 601 D 
Street, NW., Room 6122, Washington, 
D.C. 20213, Phone: 202/376-6225. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FY 
1984 Department of Labor (DOL) 
appropriation, Pub. L. 98-139, was 
signed by the President on October 31, 
1983. This appropriation provides for a 
nine-month appropriation for the period 
October 1, 1983, through June 30, 1984, 
and a 12-month appropriation for the 
period July 1, 1984, through June 30, 1985, 
for programs under JTPA and for the 
Employment Service under Wagner- 
Peyser Act, amended. 

On August 12, 1983, the DOL 
Published in the Federal Register 
Section 402 planning estimates based on 
a total figure of $57,986,000 for a 12- 
month funding period. The Department 
also announced the formula used in 
arriving at the planning estimates and 
asked that comments on the estimates 
and formula be submitted by September 
12, 1983. The Department further 
announced that should a change occur 
because of congressional appropriations 
action, it would publish the new 
planning estimates in the Federal 
Register. The Department hereby 
announces a change in the State 
allotments based on a transition 
appropriation for the period October 1, 
1983-June 30, 1984, contained in Pub. L. 
98-139. The Department is maintaining 
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the hold-harmless provision published in 
the Federal Register announcement of 
August 12, 1983, which assured that no 
State would receive a less than 75 
percent of the amount it received in FY 
1983. The Department is also 
maintaining the formula methodology 
described in the September 12, 1983, 
announcement. 

The transition period (9 month) 
amount to be distributed is $43,489,739. 
This represents a reduction of 25 percent 
in the August 12, 1983, 12-month 
planning estimates and a corresponding 
reduction in the following allotment 
levels for individual States: 


1,059,598 
801,043 
1,041,045 
894,714 
616,162 
588,514 
295,820 
216,825 
232,426 
824,011 
985,925 
862,644 
647,003 
492,963 
770,203 
90,000 
90,000 


316,914 - 


264,439 
1,074,747 
2,088,406 

462,122 

907,540 

554,562 

802,917 

967,096 

616,162 

298,649 

554,562 
3,319,468 

169,032 

156,173 

698,268 
1,352,257 

184,332 
1,165,721 

147,882 
1,417,206 


43,489,739 


The Department is publishing these 
allotments at this time in order to insure 
that Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker 
Programs previously designated for 
continued funding as a result of a 
competitive process receive these 
announced funds to continue services 
for farmworkers without interruption. 
Proposed funding levels for the 12-month 
period of July 1, 1984, through June 30, 
1985, will be announced in the Federal 
Register at a later date. 

Several comments were received 
recommending that the Department 
continue to use Social Security 


Administration (SSA) data instead of 
Census data as the basis for determining 
allotments to States. For various 
considerations, some of which are 
discussed below, the Department has 
elected to use the Census data. 

The JTPA, Section 162(a) requires that 
“All allotments and allocations under 
this Act be based on the latest available 
data and estimates satisfactory to the 
Department,” and, that “All data 
relating to economically disadvantaged 
and low-income persons be based on 
the 1980 Census or later data.” Further, 
the Regulations at Section 633.105(b)(1) 
state that funds “Shall be allocated for 
Farmworker programs in individual 
States in an equitable manner using the 
best data available as to the 
Farmworker population as determined 
by the Department.” 

The most recent available SSA data 
are for 1977. Census data, however, are 
available for 1980. Therefore, the 
Department has determined that the 
1980 Census data best meets the JTPA, 
Section 162(a) “latest available data” 
requirement. 

Another consideration supporting the 
use of Census data is that, unlike SSA 
data, it counts only farmworkers. The 
SSA figures included persons in 
agriculturally-related industries. 
Consequently, many nonfarmworkers 
were included in the SSA data. In 
contrast, the Census count is 
occupational, not industrial, and so the 
Census includes only persons at the 
poverty level who are employed in 
farmwork, which is the target population 
for JTPA, Section 402 programs. Finally, 
SSA data counts only individuals who 
pay Social Security taxes. Census data, 
however, include farmworkers whether 
or not Social Security taxes are paid. 

Therefore, consistent with the Act and 
the Regulations and following public 
comment, the Department has 
determined that the allocations 
announced herein are based on the best 
data available to the Department. This 
determination is based on the fact that 
the Census data derive from the most 
recent and largest sample available of 
persons in relevant agricultural 
occupations who are at the poverty 
level. Also, pursuant to JTPA, Section 
162(a) and Section 633.105(b)(1) of the 
Section 402 regulations, the Department 
will insure through an ongoing review 
and analysis of data sources that 
allocations for all subsequent program 
years are also based upon the best data 
available as determined by the 


Secretary. Signed at Washington, D.C.. 
this 2nd day of December, 1983. 

Paul A. Mayrand, 

Acting Director, Office of Special Targeted 
Programs. 

[FR Doc. 83~32575 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45 am| 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Precoliege Science and Mathematics 
Education Program; Announcement 


AGENCY: National Science Foundation. 


ACTION: Notice of program 
announcement. 


SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the 
program announcement for the National 
Science Foundation’s Precollege Science 
and Mathematics Education Program. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This Announcement 
supersedes the two Science and 
Engineering Education Fiscal Year 1983 
Program Announcements: Materials 
Development for Precollege Science and 
Mathematics (NSF 83-6) and Honors 
Workshops for Precollege Teachers of 
Science and Mathematics (NSF 83-44). 
Major changes incorporated here 
represent extensions of and additions to 
those earlier Program Announcements, 
rather than changes in program 
orientation. This announcement should 
be used in preparing all future proposals 
not submitted to the NSF as of the date 
of this publication. Proposals 
postmarked or received at the NSF as of 
the date of this publication need not be 
resubmitted. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Please address requests for further 
information to National Science 
Foundation, Directorate for Science and 
Engineering Education, Washington, 
D.C., 20550, Attention: Precollege 
Science and Mathematics Education. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
National Science Foundation Act of 
1950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), 
authorizes the National Science 
Foundation to initiate and support 
programs to strengthen science 
education at all levels. This program 
announcement describes the 
Foundation's precollege science and 
mathematics education program. 


(The Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog 
Numbers for this program are 47.061, 
Precollege Science and Mathematics 
Development and Incentives, and 47.062, 
Precollege Science and Mathematics 
Materials Development. (These numbers 
were assigned for use in the FY 1983 Federal 
Domestic Assistance Catalog and do not 
reflect the FY 1984 program changes 
contained in the following announcement)) 
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I. Introduction 


An understanding of science and 
technology is essential to the strength of 
the Nation’s scientific enterprise, to its 
security and economic vitality, and to 
the viability of the institutions of a 
modern democracy. The depth and 
breadth of this understanding depends 
upon a// students having a firm 
grounding in mathematics, science and 
technology. This in turn depends upon 
the strength of mathematics, science, 
and technology education, especially at 
the precollege level—kindergarten 
through twelfth grade. 

Specific responsibility for the 
initiation of and support for programs to 
strengthen science education at all 
levels has been vested in the National 
Science Foundation (NSF) by the 
National Foundation Act of 1950, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875). In 
response to this key role in maintaining 
the vitality of American science and 
engineering education, the Foundation is 
expanding its support of precollege 
activities designed to strengthen 
science, mathematics, and technology 
instruction needed to prepare students 
for productive and responsible citizenry. 

The Foundation recognizes that 
solutions to the Nation’s problems in 
precollege mathematics and science 
education require: 


¢ Local initiative and autonomy, the 
fundamental characteristics of the 
United States’ educational system; 

¢ Attention and action by a// sectors 
including state and local governments, 
industry, and professional societies; 

¢ Necessary leadership by the 
Federal Government to address a 
national problem by stimulating and 
catalyzing efforts in other sectors; and 

¢ Development of teachers, teaching 
materials, and techniques central to the 
motivation and learning of students. 

To support these efforts, NSF adopts 
the primary goal set forth by the 
National Science Board’s Commission 
on Precollege Education in Mathematics, 
Science and Technology. That goal is to 
strengthen precollege science and 
mathematics education so as to: 


“nee 


provide all the Nation's youth with a 
level of education in mathematics, science 
and technology, as measured by achievement 
scores and participation levels (as well as 
other non-subjective criteria), that is not only 
the highest quality attained anywhere in the 
world but also reflects the particular and 
peculiar needs of our Nation.”* 

The achievement of this goal will 
result in: 

¢ Preparation of students for 
enhanced career options; 

¢ Preparation of students for living in 
a high-technology, information society; 
and 

© More students who are adequately 
trained to pursue higher education 
opportunities in mathematics, science 
and technology. 

In working toward this goal, NSF will 
make every effort to: 

¢ Cultivate the support and 
participation of the science and 
engineering research and education 
communities; 

¢ Involve scientists and science 
educators, active teachers and 
administrators, officials of state and 
local educational agencies, and the 
private sector in joint efforts; and 

* Select ail projects on the basis of 
peer review, stressing the scientific and 
educational merit of ideas and activities 
proposed. 

The Foundation will consider 
proposals for support of precollege 
science and technology education 
projects in any field of science, 
including but not necessarily limited to: 
astronomy, atmospheric sciences, 
biological and behavioral science 
chemistry, computer sciences, earth 
sciences, engineering, information 
science, mathematical sciences, 


1 Report of the National Science Board's 
Commission on Precollege Education in 
Mathematics, Science and Technology, Educating 
Americans for the 21st Century, National Science 
Foundation, Washington, D.C., 20550, 1983, page 5. 


materials science, oceanography, 
physics, and the social sciences. 
Interdisciplinary proposals also are 
eligible for consideration. 

This announcement describes the 
following areas, which are the focus of 
NSF's support: 

¢ Research in teaching and learning 
and the development of instructional 
materials in science, mathematics and 
technology for students and teachers; 

¢ Activities that provide incentives 
for teachers and develop their 
capabilities; and 

¢ Special activities aimed at 
increasing informal (out-of-school) 
science, mathematics and technology 
education, providing information about 
successful approaches and monitoring 
the condition of precollege science, 
mathematics and technology education. 

In each of these elements the teacher 
is central. The effectiveness of the 
teacher will be strengthened either by 
the training experience or by the tools 
made available for use in the classroom. 

In each of these elements the teacher 
is central. The effectiveness of the 
teacher will be strengthened either by 
the training experience or by the tools 
made available for use in the classroom. 

The success of this undertaking is 
especially dependent on the widest 
possible involvement of active and 
productive scientists and science 
educators. The Foundation strongly 
encourages women, minorities, and the 
physically disabled to participate fully 
in these activities. 


II. Precollege Activities 


There are three major components to 
NSF precollege activities: Precollege 
Materials Development and Research; 
Precollege Teacher Development and 
Incentives; and Special Activities. 


Precollege Materials Development and 
Research 


Precollege Materials Development and 
Research has the goal of strengthening 
precollege science, mathematics and 
technology education for all students by 
supporting the generation of new 
knowledge, and the development of 
materials, technologies, and model 
programs. This activity will provide 
educational decisionmakers, such as 
teachers, prinicipals, community groups, 
and local and state educational agencies 
with quality instructional materials for 
their selection and use in improving and 
sustaining their precollege programs in 
science, mathematics and technology. 


Improved Instructional Materials 


The Foundation seeks to support 
scientists, engineers and science and 
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mathematics educators in cooperation 
with other appropriate individuals and 
groups to assess existing courses and 
materials and develop new or improved 
science, mathematics and technology 
instructional materials for students and 
corresponding materials for teachers. 
The outcome will provide better 
instructional tools for both teachers and 
students in precollege mathematics and 
science classrooms and laboratories 
throughout the Nation. 

Activities eligible for support include: 

* More effective presentations of 
single concepts, the development of 
materials-covering more comprehensive 
topics or spanning several years, the 
introduction of new scientific or 
technological advances; 

* Improved methods of delivering 
instruction, including technology-based 
materials, software, computer 
simulations of laboratory experiments, 
and television or videodisc-based 
materials; 

¢ Materials tailored to the special 
needs of particular groups of students; 
for example, women, minorities, 
physically disabled students, college- 
bound students, those entering the work 
force after high school graduation, or the 
gifted and talented; 

¢ Materials presenting technological 
concepts or topics in science and 
mathematics applications. 

Projects may include the development 
of entirely new materials, the updating 
and revision of existing materials of high 
quality, and testing and trial 
demonstrations. In all cases, projects 
should lead to specific instructional 
materials that are bias-free, 
scientifically sound and suitable for 
widespread distribution, preferably 
through the private sectior. In 
development of materials, consideration 
should be given to the implications for 
use by teachers. The materials proposed 
for development should be suitable for 
use in many locales throughout the 
country. 

All principal investigators should 
direct their attention to sharing 
information resulting from their 
proposed projects. The involvement of 
puiblishers and other relevant 
organizations early in the process of 
materials development is encouraged so 
as to facilitate their distribution and 
consideration for adoption. 


Improved Methods of Teacher 
Development 


This area supports the development of 
new materials and approaches to 
strengthen the preparation of 
undergraduate students planning to 
become elementary school teachers or 
secondary school science and 


mathematics teachers, and to improve 
the continuing education and 

competence of teachers of science and 
mathematics throughout their careers. 

The outcome will be model programs 
and materials to assure that teachers 
entering the profession are strongly 
grounded in the scientific disciplines, 
cognizant of teaching techniques 
appropriate to different learning styles, 
and that mechanisms and materials are 
provided to assure that teaching skills 
and expertise are maintained during 
their teaching careers. 

This area includes support for: 

* Development of highly specialized 
materials, courses and software 
designed for current and future teachers 
to provide them with the basic 
knowledge in science, mathematics and 
technology necessary to become and 
remain effictive precollege teachers, the 
knowledge from research in the 
cognitive sciences on effective methods 
for teaching and learning science, and 
effective strategies for reaching students 
with special needs; 

* Design of model programs to test, 
demonstrate, and evaluate innovative 
approaches to the undergraduate 
preparation and continuing education of 
precollege teachers of science and 
mathematics. The development of 
prototypes suitable for widespread 
adoption and use by local education 
agencies is encouraged. 


Applications of New Technologies 


This area supports research and 
development on advanced 
technologies—particularly the 
computer—as educational and 
instructional tools for students and their 
teachers. Support is provided for the 
exploration, development, and proof-of- 
concept demonstration of advanced 
computer and telecommunication 
technologies and techniques as well as 
innovative computer-based concepts 
and applications. 

The outcomes may include innovative 
technologies, systems, languages, and 
software to increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of instruction at the 
precollege level. 

This area includes support for: 

* Development of computer-based 
systems for precollege science and 
mathematics education which augment 
human intelligence, intuition and 
problem solving; 

* Development, testing and 
evaluation of systems that offer 
exceptional promise of educational 
effectiveness and efficiency; for 
example, intelligent-videodisc; 

¢ Support of mechanisms to facilitate 
the widespread use of these products 
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and concepts; for example, networks 
and authoring systems. 


Research in Teaching and Learning 


This area supports basic and applied 
research on significant factors that 
underlie effective teaching and learning 
of precollege science and mathematics. 
Projects should focus on critical 
questions related to teaching, learning 
and cognitive processes. The outcomes 
should provide information useful in the 
development of new and improved 
instructional materials and teaching 
strategies. All principal investigators 
should direct attention to sharing 
information resulting from their research 
with the developers of instructional 
materials and improved teacher 
development programs. 

Examples of research that may be 
supported include: 

¢ Early development of cognitive 
competence, and processes by which 
students learn to solve problems, in 
logic, mathematics, and science and the 
acquistion of knowledge and its 
representation as related to the study of 
science and mathematics; 

¢ Information processing models as 
they relate to science teaching and 
learning, the effects of incorporating 
information processing technology into 
the traditional school setting, and 
distribution and adoption of 
technologies; 

* Factors that influence science and 
mathematics teacher characteristics and 
the participation and achievement of 
their students at various ages. 

These examples are illustrative only 
and research proposals on other topics 
dealing with teaching and learning are 
encouraged. This area is being pursued 
in collaboration with NSF's Biological, 
Behavoral and Social Sciences 
Directorate, and is also described in a 
separate announcement, NSF 83-91. 


Precollege Teacher Development and 
Incentives 


The Precollege Teacher Development 
and Incentives activity includes: Local 
and Regional Teacher Development; 
Honors Workshops for Precollege 
Teachers of Science and Mathematics; 
and Presidential Awards for Excellence 
in Science and Mathematics Teaching. 

This activity identifies and 
encourages exemplary and innovative 
practices for teacher improvement while 
also providing recognition for the 
Nation's finest elementary and 
secondary school science and 
mathematics teacher. Commitment and 
involvement of universities, state or 
local educational agencies, industries 





and professional organization are 
encouraged. 


Local and Regional Teacher 
Development 


Local and regional teacher education 
assists local communities in their efforts 
to provide continuing education and 
professional development opportunities 
for precollege teachers of science and 
mathematics. It supports programs for 
teachers of science and mathematics in 
kindergarten through grade twelve. 

Activities may take place at a college 
or university, a local or state 
educational facility, an academic or 
industrial research laboratory, or in 
other appropriate environments. 
Academic credit or the equivalent for 
teacher participation is strongly 
encouraged, where appropriate. 

Areas of support include: 

¢ Part-time and full-time courses, 
seminars and workshops in 
mathematics, science or technology for 
precollege teachers; 

¢ Courses, seminars, and workshops 
dealing with educational technology, 
such as computers or 
telecommunications; 

¢ Activities to improve the science 
and mathematics knowledge of non- 
certified teachers; 

¢ Workshops emphasizing new or 
improved instructional activities, 
delivery systems, or teaching practices 
in mathematics and science, and 
procedures to increase teacher 
effectivenss with various groups of 
students; 

¢ Research experience in a college, 
university, industrial or national 
laboratory. 

Activities may vary in length 
according to their scope and the type of 
participants. They may be conducted 
during the academic year, summer, or 
both, and should involve a plan for 
follow-up so as to assess the teaching 
improvements that result. 


Honors Workshops for Precollege 
Teachers of Science and Mathematics 


The goal of the Honors Workshops is 
to recognize and increase the 
capabilities of outstanding teachers of 
mathematics and science to improve 
their effectiveness as teachers in their 
home communities, schools, and 
professional organizations. 

Activities proposed as Honors 
ee should specify their plans 

or: 

¢ Identifying and selecting teachers of 
science and mathematics of proven high 
quality for recognition with certificates 
of honor and appropriate publicity; 

¢ Establishing activities providing 
specialized training for outstanding 


precollege science and mathematics 
teachers. These might include special 
seminars, symposia, participation in 
research and coursework (including 
laboratory experience in industrial 
settings and other field-based study); 

¢ Extending the impact of workshop 
benefits when participants return to 
their schools. 

Workshops may vary inlength . 
according to the type of activity and the 
nature of participants, and may take 
place during the academic year, 
summer, or both. Attendees will be 
expected to assist in improving science 
and mathematics programs at their 
home schools. 


Presidential Awards for Excellence in 
Science and Mathematics Teaching 


This is a Presidential initiative to 
provide national recognition for 
distinguished secondary school teachers 
of science and mathematics. Teachers 
whose primary responsibility is 
classroom teaching of science or 
mathematics at grades 7 through 12 in 
an accredited school in any of the fifty 
states, Puerto Rico, or the District of 
Columbia are eligible for this award. In 
addition, a minimum of five years 
teaching experience in science or 
mathematics is required. Awardees 
receive national recognition and their 
schools receive $5,000 to be used under 
their direction for instructional purposes 
in their school district. 

This description is provided for 
information purposes only. No 
applications or proposals are sought for 
Presidential awards via this 
announcement. 


Special Activities 


This area includes Informal Science 
Education; Information in Science and 
Mathematics Education; and Studies 
and Analyses. 


Informal Science Education 


The goal of this area of emphasis is to 
stimulate educational activities in out- 
of-school settings such as museums, 
media organizations, science academies 
and other appropriate groups which 
have potential for improving precollege 
science, mathematics and technology 
understanding and education. 

Typical activities may include: 

¢ Science and technology broad casts 
using various media and 
telecommunications technologies; 

¢ The creation of special museum 
exhibits addressed to precollege 
audiences; 

¢ Programs which provide students 
and teachers opportunities to participate 
in learning in out-of-school settings. 
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Projects designed to train teachers to 
use the resources of museums, 
laboratories, collections and media in 
order to enhance classroom work and 
expand the resources available to 
schools are encouraged. 

This is particularly appropriate for 
project efforts linking diverse 
institutions including science museums, 
media organizations, private sector 
groups and schools. Proposals should 
present evidence of extensive planning 
and involvement with scientists and 
educators to ensure that the activities 
being proposed are scientifically 
accurate and educationally sound. 


Information in Science and Mathematics 
Education 


The goal of this activity is to serve the 
needs to provide a variety of 
information. Teachers are interested in 
new materials and the effects of new 
teaching practices that have been 
demonstrated to enhance learning of 
science and mathematics. School 
planners need to keep pace with 
research results in science, 
mathematics, technology, and cognitive 
processes. Local policymakers require 
current information about new 
developments and the current status of 
science, mathematics and technology 
education in order to make wise choices 
for the communities they serve. 

Areas of support include projects from 
educational institutions and 
organizations concerned with precollege 
science, mathematics and technology 
education proposing to: 

¢ Facilitate the transfer of information 
of particular importance to improve 
precollege science and mathematics 
education; 

e Establish programs which will 
provide information about new or 
improved classroom materials, on 
teaching practices and on other 
instructional support to teachers of 
science and mathematics, school 
administrators and policymakers in the 
regions they serve; 

¢ Undertake conferences, workshops 
and distribution efforts utilizing 
telecommunications technology and 
other media for disseminating 
information; 

¢ Provide information about recent 
results of research in teaching and 
learning in forms appropriate for use by 
local school decisionmakers, teachers 
and students. 

Projects that link educational 
institutions, private sector organizations 
and new technologies in innovative 
ways are encouraged, particularly when 
they have the potential to become self- 
sustaining. 
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Studies and Analyses 


The goal of this area of emphasis is to 
collect, analyze, evaluate, and 
disseminate information on the 
condition of precollege education in 
mathematics, science and technology. 
This effort includes the following 
components: 

¢ Analyses and interpretation of 
existing data on precollege student 
participation and achievement in 
mathematics and science and on the 
status and condition of precollege 
science and mathematics education; 

* Identification of additional 
indicators of the condition of precollege 
education in mathematics and science, 
such as teacher supply, demand and 
qualifications, and actual content of 
courses; 

¢ Special studies on segments of 
precollege students and teacher 
populations. 


III. General Information for Preparation 
and Submission of Proposals 


This announcement sets forth basic 
information needed to initiate planning 
for proposal submission. Proposers must 
also consult the publication Grants for 
Scientific and Engineering Research 
(GSER), (NSF 83-57), for detailed 
guidance and forms related to proposal 
submission. This publication is available 
from the Forms and Publications Unit, 
National Science Foundation, 1800 G 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20550. 
The GSER should be used with the 
following understandings: 

¢ For “research” substitute “science 
and engineering education” or “science 
and engineering education project” 
according to the context; 

¢ The terms “new discoveries” or 
“fundamental advances” in science and 
engineering include the development of 
the science and engineering 
infrastructure toward those goals. 

Except as modified by the guidelines 
set forth herein, standard NSF 
guidelines on proposal preparation 
(content, format, budget, other sources 
of support, etc.), proposal submission, 
evaluation, NSF awards (general 
information and highlights), 
declinations, and withdrawals 
contained in GSER are applicable. 

More comprehensive information is 
contained in the NSF Grant Policy 
Manual, Revised, (NSF 77-47) available 
through the Superintendent of 
Documents, Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. 20402. 

In the event that the submitting 
organization has never been the 
recipient of an NSF award, it is 
recommended that appropriate 
administrative officials become familiar 


with the NSF policies and procedures 
contained in the NSF Grant Policy 
Manual, Revised, which are applicable 
to most NSF awards. If a proposal is 
recommended f6r an award, the NSF 
Division of Grants and Contracts wil] 
request certain organizational, 
management, and financial information. 
These requirements are contained in 
Chapter III of the Manual. 

Eligibility 

Colleges and universities, state and 
local educational agencies, non-profit 
and private profit organizations, 
museums, professional societies, science 
academies and centers, and other 
institutions with a scientific or 
educational mission are eligible to 
submit. Proposers are encouraged to 
involve representation from more than 
one of these areas. (See also the GSER 
“Who May Submit” section.) Women, 
members of minority groups and the 
physically disabled are strongly 
encouraged to submit proposals to these 
and to other NSF programs. 

Proposals may be submitted from any 
field of science in which NSF supports 
research. These include: astronomy, 
atmospheric sciences, biological and 
behavioral sciences, chemistry, 
computer sciences, earth sciences, 
engineering, information science, 
mathematical sciences, materials 
science, oceanography, physics, and the 
social sciences. Interdisciplinary 
proposals spanning two or more science 
areas are also eligible. 


Preparation and Submission of 
Proposals 


¢ Proposals should be prepared in 
accordance with the guidelines 
contained in the GSER, pages 1-8. 

¢ Fifteen (15) complete copies of the 
proposal and three (3) additional copies 
of the cover sheet and Project Summary 
(Appendix IV of GSER) prepared and 
adressed as prescribed in GSER, are 
required. 

© Budget: Allowable costs are 
described in the GSER pages 4~7. 


Special Information 


As explained in the GSER, the 
proposal must contain a 200-word 
project summary. Appendix IV of GSER 
should be used for this summary. At the 
bottom of this form, list descriptors for: 

1. The major scientific discipline(s) , 
involved in the project; 

2. The activity element(s) to which the 
proposal is addressed (selected from the 
Table of Contents of this 
announcement); 

3. The instructional grade levels that 
form the principal focus of the project, 
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(within kindergarten through twelfth 
grades); and 

4. The state proposal number assigned 
by those states electing to participate in 
the Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs (see below), if 
applicable. 


When To Submit 


Proposals may be submitted at any 
time. 

Applicants should allow 6 to 9 months 
for review and processing. Until a 
decision is announced, no information 
can be provided on the probability of 
support. Every effort is made to reach a 
decision and inform the applicant 
promptly. 


Proposal Evaluation and Award 
Selection 


NSF evaluates proposals on the basis 
of four general criteria: 

¢ Intrinsic merit—This criterion is 
used to assess the likelihood that the 
project will advance or have substantial 
impact on precollege science, 
mathematics, and technology education. 

¢ Performance competence—This 
criterion relates to the capability of the 
proposers, the soundness of the 
proposed approach, and the adequacy of 
the resources available to carry out the 
project. 

¢ Utility or relevance of the project— 
This criterion is used to assess the 
likelihood that the project can contribute 
to meeting specific needs in precollege 
science, mathematics, and technology 
education. 

¢ Effect on the infrastructure of 
science and engineering—This criterion 
relates to the potential of the proposed 
project to contribute to better 
understanding or improvement of the 
quality, distribution, or effectiveness of 
the Nation's scientific and engineering 
research, education, and manpower 
base. 

Additional criteria, where 
appropriate, are: 

¢ Plan—Does the project appear 
workable, cost-effective and appropriate 
relative to the target problems and the 
impact anticipated? Are factors like the 
selection of participants and the 
provision of academic credit or the 
equivalent provided to successful 
participants adequately described and 
thought out? Is the plan integrated with 
other local efforts to improve the quality 
of mathematics or science education? Is 
the plan for continuation of the project 
beyond NSF support credible? Are the 
evalution plans reasonable? Does the 
proposed project include realistic 
mechanisms which will lead to wide- 





spread dissemination of instructional 
materials or other project results? 

e Personnel—Are needed personnel 
such as mathematicians, scientists, 
engineers, active teachers, science 
educators, officials of state and local 
education agencies, and persons from 
the private sector (such as industrial 
scientists) included in the project? 

° Impact—Does the project have 
potential for significantly strengthening 
the Nation's science and mathematics 
education? Is the approach scientifically 
and educationally sound? Has the 
cooperating school system(s) adequately 
examined and defined its teachers’ 
needs? Is this project likely to deal 
effectively with the problem and 
improve the quality of teaching? Does 
the project employ a particularly 
creative approach that might serve as a 
model for others with similar problems? 

¢ Products—Will the project result in 
quality products such as instructional 
materials or models and plans for wider 
impact? 

© Cooperative relationships—Has a 
reasonable working relationship among 
the cooperating parties been defined? 
Does the proposal contain letters of 
agreement or other evidence of 
workable relationships? Will the project 
encourage and facilitate better working 
relationships between cooperating 
school systems and their teachers and 
the scientists and educators of 
cooperating colleges, universities and 
industry? Will the project develop long- 
term relationships with institutions that 
can supplement and support the quality 
of precollege mathematics and science 
teaching? 

© Contributions—Does the proposal 
include appropriate contributions from 
the private sector, state or local 
educational agencies, colleges or 
universities, scientific or teaching 
professional societies, and other 
sources? 

e Balance—Does the project reflect 
awareness of the needs and potential of 
the diverse teacher and student 
population of the nation such as the 
gifted and talented, women, minorities, 
and physically disabled, disadvantaged 
and students not intending careers in 
science and engineering? 

Proposals will be reviewed for 
scientific and educational merit by 
scientists, science educators and others 
knowledgeable in the fields represented 
by the proposal. Notification of award is 
made in writing by the Foundation. 
Organizations whose proposals are 
unsuccessful will be advised as 
promptly as possible. Verbatim copies 
of reviews, not including the identity of 
the reviewer, will be made available to 
respective project directors. The 


awardee is wholly responsible for the 
conduct of projects including the 
research and development of materials 
and the preparation of project results for 
publication. The Foundation does not 
assume responsibility for such findings 
or their interpretation. 


Intergovernmental Review 


Pursuant to Executive Order 12372 
(“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs”) and the implementing NSF 
regulations (Federal Register, volume 48, 
No. 123, June 24, 1983, pp. 29358-29366), 
the NSF has established a procedure for 
ensuring the review of proposals by 
states when applicable. Programs 
described in this announcement are 
eligible for review by electing states 
under E.O. 12372, except for the 
following three activities: 

¢ Research in Teaching and Learing; 

¢ Presidential Awards for Excellence 
in Science and Mathematics Teaching; 
and 

¢ Studies and Analyses. 

Proposers from states electing to 
review proposals must submit their 
proposals to the state's single point of 
contact (SPOC) for review prior to 
submission to the NSF. (See notice 
immediately following in this issue of 
the Federal Register for a list of states 
electing to review and their SPOC.) No 
grant award will be made by the NSF 
unless the state has had an opportunity 
to review the proposal for a period of 60 
days. 

Questions relating to NSF’s 
implementation of E.O. 12372 should be 
directed to the NSF Intergovernmental 
Review Officer at (202) 357-7880. 


Grant Administration 


NSF grants are administered in accord 
with the terms and conditions of NSF 
Form Letter 200, Grant General 
Conditions, copies of which may be 
requested from the NSF Forms and 
Publications Unit. 

Because of the nature of some 
precollege projects, proposers may wish 
to familiarize themselves with NSF 
policy in two particular areas: 

¢ Where educational materials are 
outcomes, the GSER should be consulted 
with respect to inventions, software, and 
copyrights. 

¢ Where precollege students are to be 
involved, including the development of 
materials for their use, awards are 
subject to the provisions of 42 U.S.C. 
1869 (a) and (b) (“Myers Amendment” 
and “Dornan Amendment”). These 
provisions of law require appropriate 
grantee coordination with parents, 
guardians and school district officials. 
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Inquiries 


Questions not addressed in this 
publication may be directed to the NSF 
staff by writing to: Precollege Science 
and Mathematics Activities, Directorate 
for Science and Engineering Education, 
National Science Foundation, 
Washington, D.C. 20550. 

Dr. Laura P. Bautz, 

Acting Assistant Director for Science and 
Engineering Education. 

December 1, 1983. 

{FR Doc. 83-32528 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7555-01-M 


Clarification on SEE Programs Eligibie 
for Review Under E.0. 12372; and 
States Electing Review 


This notice sets forth those programs 
within the Foundation’s Directorate for 
Science and Engineering Education 
eligible for review under E.O. 12372 
(“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs”) and those states electing 
review. 

On June 24, 1983, the Foundation 
published in the Federal Register (48 FR 
29366) two programs in the Foundation’s 
Office of Scientific and Engineering 
Personnel and Education (OSEPE) 
eligible for inclusion under E.O. 12372: 
Materials Development for Precollege 
Science and Mathematics, and Honors 
Workshops for Precollege Teachers of 
Science and Mathematics. 

Since that publication, an internal 
management reorganization has 
occurred, resulting in the abolition of 
OSEPE and the establishment of a 
Directorate for Science and Engineering 
Education (SEE). Slight modifications 
also were made in the Fiscal Year 1984 
Precollege Science and Mathematics 
Program which necessitated the addition 
of new program activities. This 
announcement clarifies, consistent with 
NSF’s final rule governing the 
applicability of E.O. 12372 to Foundation 
programs (48 FR 29358), that all 
elements of the Fiscal Year 1984 
Precollege Science and Mathematics 
Education program are eligible for 
review by electing states except the 
following activities: Research in 
Teaching and Learning; Presidential 
Awards for Excellence in Science and 
Mathematics Teaching; and Studies and 
Analyses. 

The following list identifies those 
States which have notified the NSF, as 
of November 23, 1983, of their intent to 
review the Precollege Science and 
Mathematics Education Program. 
Proposals from these states must be 
submitted to the state’s single point of 
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| contact (SPOC) before submission to the 


Effective Date: This notice supersedes 
portions of the notice published June 24, 
1983 (“Programs Eligible for Inclusion 
Under E.O. 12372,” 48 FR 29366) which 
pertain to Materials Development for 
Precollege Teachers of Science and 
Mathematics and Honors Workshops for 
Preschool Teachers of Science and 
Mathematics. This notice neither 
supersedes nor affects the eligibility of 
the Intergovernmental Science and 
Technology Programs, also mentioned in 
the June 24, 1983 notice, for inclusion 
under the E.O 12372 review. 

This notice is effective for all 
proposals submitted for the activities 
eligible for review under the NSF 
Precollege Science and Mathematics 
Education Program which have not been 
received by the NSF as of the date of 
this publication. 

For further information: Questions 
relating to NSF’s implementation of E.O. 
12372 should be directed to the NSF 
Intergovernmental Review Officer at 
202/357-7880. 


Dated: December 1, 1983. 
Charles H. Herz, 
General Counsel. 


Name/Address of SPOCs From States 
Electing To Review Eligible NSF 
Precollege Science and Mathematics 
Education Program Activities as of 
November 23, 1983 


Connecticut 

Gary E. King, Under Secretary, 
Comprehensive Planning Division, 
Office of Policy and Management, 80 
Washington Street, Hartford, CT 06106- 
4459; (203) 566-4298. 
Delaware 

Marna C. Whittington, Director of the 
Budget Office, P.O. Box 1401, Dover, DE 
19903; (302) 736-4101. : 
Indiana 

Ms. Susan J. Kennell, State Budget 
Agency, 212 State House, Indianapolis, 
IN 46204; (317) 232-5604. 
Kentucky 

Kentucky State Clearinghouse, 2nd 
Floor, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, 
KY 40601; (502) 564-2382. 
Louisiana 

Louisiana State Planning Office, 
Office of the Governor, P.O. Box 44426, 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804; (504) 342-7410. 
Michigan 

Carol Hoffman, Director, Office of 
Business and Community Development, 
Michigan Department of Commerce, P.O. 
Box 30004, Lansing, MI 448909; (517) 
378-8363. 
Nebraska 


Policy Research Office, P.O. Box 
$4601, Room 1321, State Capitol, Lincoln, 
NE 68509; (402) 471-2414. 

Nevada 

Ms. Linda A. Ryan, Director, Office of 
Community Services, Capitol Complex, 
Carson City, NV 89710; (702) 885-4420. 


New Hampshire 

Mr. David G. Scott, Director, New 
Hampshire Office of State Planning, 242 
Beacon Street, Concord, NH 03301; (603) 
271-2155. 
New Jersey 

Mr. Barry Skokowski, Director, 
Division of Local Government Services, 
Department of Community Affairs, CN 
803, 363 West Street, Trenton, NJ 08625; 
(609) 292-6613. 


New Mexico 

Mr. Peter P. Pence, Director, New 
Mexico State Clearinghouse Bureau, 
Department of Finance and 
Administration, Management and 
Contracts Review Division, 424 State 
Capito] Building, Santa Fe, NM 87503; 
(505) 827-3885. 
New York 

Harold W. Juhre, Jr., New York State 
Intergovernmental Review Process, 
Division of the Budget, State Capitol, 
Albany, NY 12224. 


Oklahoma 

Office of Federal Assistance 
Management, 4545 North Lincoln 
Boulevard, Oklahoma City, OK 73105; 
(405) 528-8200. 
South Carolina 

Danny L. Cromer, Grant Services, 
Office of the Governor, 1205 Pendleton 
Street, Room 477; Columbia, SC 29201. 


Tennessee 

Tennessee State Planning Office, 1800 
James K. Polk Building, 505 Deaderick 
Street, Nashville, TN 37219; (615) 741- 
1676. 


Vermont 

State Planning Office, Pavilion Office 
Building, 109 State Street, Montpelier, 
VT 05602; (802) 828-3326. 
Virginia 

Robert H. Kirby, Intergovernmental 
Review Officer, Department of Planning 
and Budget, Post Office Box 1422, 
Richmond, VA 23211; (804) 786-1921. 
Wisconsin 

Secretary Doris J. Hanson, Wisconsin 
Department of Administration, 101 
South Webster Street, GEF 2, Madison, 
WI 53702; (608) 266-1212. 
Wyoming 

Wyoming State Clearinghouse, State 
Planning Coordinator's Office, 
Cheyenne, WY. 


Northern Mariana Islands 


Planning and Budget Office, Office of 
the Governor, Saipan, CM 96950. 
[FR Doc. 63-32573 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7555-01-M 


NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


[Docket Nes. 50-369 and 50-370] 
Duke Power Co.; Denial of 


The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) has 
received a request dated August 1, 1983, 
for amendments to Facility Operating 
License Nos. NPF-9 and NPF-17, issued 
to Duke Power Company (the licensee), 
for operation of the McGuire Nuclear 
Station, Units 1 and 2, located in 
Mecklenburg County, North Carolina. 
The letter was supplemented by letter 
dated September 7, 1983. 

One of the requests contained in the 
letter of August 1, 1983, would change 
Technical Specification 4.3.1.1.2.d. to 
permit certain diesel generator 
surveillance testing during each 
shutdown for refueling rather than 
during shutdown at least once each 
18 + 25% (22%) months. 

The Commission has granted this 
request in part by extending the period 
on a one time basis to permit diesel 
generator surveillance testing on Unit 1, 
currently required to be performed by 
October 27, 1983, to be delayed until the 
refueling outage scheduled for January 
1984 (48 FR 52845). However, the 
Commission has otherwise denied the 
request to modify the diesel generator 
surveillance testing frequency. The 
reasons for this denial are set forth in 
the Commission's Safety Evaluation 
Report dated October 26, 1983. 

By January 6, 1984, the licensee may 
file a request for a hearing with respect 
to denial of the amendments to the 
subject facility operating licenses and 
any person whose interest may be 
affected by this denial and who wishes 
to participate as a party in the 
proceeding must file a written petition 
for leave to intervene. Requests for 
hearings and petitions for leave to 
intervene shall be filed in accordance 
with the Commission's “Rules of 
Practice for Domestic Licensing 
Proceedings” in 10 CFR Part 2. 

A request for a hearing or a petition 
for leave to intervene must be filed with 
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: 
Docketing and Service Branch, or may 
be delivered to the Commission's Public 





Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C., by the above date. 
Where petitions are filed the last ten 
(10) days of the notice period, it is 
requested that the petitioner promptly so 
inform the Commission by a toll-free 
telephone call to Western Union to (800) 
325-6000 (in Missouri (800) 342-6700). 
The Western Union operator should be 
given Datagram Identification Number 
3737 and the following message 
addressed to Elinor G. Adensam: 
petitioner's name and telephone 
number; date petition was mailed; plant 
name; and ee date and page 
number of this Federal Register notice. 
A copy of the petition should also be 
sent to the Executive Legal Director, 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20555, and to Mr. 
Albert Carr, Duke Power Company, P.O. 
Box 33189, 422 South Church Street, 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28242, 
attorney for the licensee. 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see: (1) The application for 
amendments dated August 1, 1983, and 
supplemented September 7, 1983, and (2) 
the Safety Evaluation dated October 26, 
1983, which accompanied Amendment 
No. 26 to Facility Operating License No. 
NPF-9 and Amendment No. 7 to Facility 
Operating License No. NPF-17, which 
are available for public inspection at the 
Commission's Public Document Room, 
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, D.C., 
and at the Atkins Library, University of 
North Carolina, Charlotte (UNCC 
Station), North Carolina 28242. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 1st day 
of December 1983. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Elinor G. Adensam, 

Chief, Licensing Branch No. 4, Division of 
Licensing. 

{FR Doc. 83-32580 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[ASLBP Docket No. 81-453-OL; NRC 
Docket No. 50-482] 


Kansas Gas & Electric Co., et al., 
Hearing 


>. 
November 30, 1983 


Second Amended Notice of Hearing 


In the matter of Kansas Gas & Electric Co. 
et al (Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit 
No. 1); ASLBP Docket No. 81-453-03 OL (NRC 
Docket No. 50-482). 


I. Dates, Times, and Plans of Hearing 


In paragraph 2 of our Prehearing 
Conference Order of March 18, 1983, we 
outlined the dates of hearing with an 
indication that we would subsequently 
specify the precise location of the 
hearing. The (First) Amended Notice of 


Hearing of July 28, 1983, specifying those 
dates and the locations of the hearings 
was in effect cancelled by our Order of 
August 5, 1983. 

A. The hearing will commence at 10:00 
a.m. on Tuesday, January 17, 1984 in 
Coffey County Courthouse, Basement 
Room, Sixth and Neosho Street, 
Burlington, Kansas 66839.' The hearing 
will continue at that location through 
Saturday, January 21, 1984. As noted in 
Part II of this Second Amended Notice 
of Hearing, limited appearance 
statements may be presented orally to 
the Board beginning at 2:00 p.m. on 
Tuesday, January 17 and again at 9:30 
a.m. on Saturday, January 21, 1984.” 

B. Beginning on Monday, January 23, 
1984 at 9:00 a.m., the hearing will resume 
at Emporia State University, Memorial 
Union Center, Messenger Room, 1200 
Commercial Street, Emporia, Kansas 
66801. The hearing will continue at that 
location through Thursday, January 26, 
1984. 

C. The hearing will resume on 
Tuesday, February 14, 1984 at 9:30 a.m. 
in the Coffey County Courthouse, 
Basement Room, as specified above. 

D. Beginning on Wednesday, February 
15 through Thursday, February 16, 1984, 
the hearing will be held beginning at 
9:00 a.m. each day at the Holiday Inn, 
Flint Hill Room, 2700 West 18th Street, 
Emporia, Kansas 66801. 

E. For the period February 17, 1984 
through February 18, 1984, and on 
Monday, February 20th, the hearing will 
be held beginning at 9:00 a.m. each day 
at the Emporia State University, 
Memorial Union Center, as specified 
above. 

F. On Tuesday, February 21, 1984, 
beginning at 9:00 a.m., the hearing will 
be held in the Holiday Inn, Flint Hill 
Room, as specified above. 

G. On Wednesday, February 22, and 
on Thursday, February 23, 1984, the 
hearing will be held beginning at 9:00 
a.m. each day at the Emporia State 
University, Memorial Union Center, as 
specified above. 

In all other respects, the Prehearing 
Conference Order of March 18, 1983 is 
unchanged. 


II. Limited Appearance Statements 


Any person, other than a party, who 
wishes to make an oral limited 
appearance statement in this proceeding 
may request in writing permission to 
make such a statement pursuant to the 
provisions of 10 CFR 2.715 of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice. Persons 


‘Daily hearing sessions will recess at 6:00 p.m. 

* The evidentiary hearings will proceed during 
any lulls inb the taking of limited appearance 
statements. 
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desiring to make an oral limited 
appearance are requested to inform in 
writing the Secretary of the Commission, 
United States Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555. A 
person permitted to make an oral limited 
appearance statement may state his or 
her position on the record but does not 
have the right to participate in the 
evidentiary hearings. A limited 
appearance statement is not presented 
under oath and is not evidence—it 
serves to alert the Board and the parties 
to areas in which evidence need be 
adduced. 

Written limited appearance 
statements, without limitation on length, 
may be submitted to the Board at any 
time prior to closing the record of the 
proceeding. Oral statements will be 
limited to ten (10) minutes each. Oral 
limited appearance statements may be 
made at the Coffey County Courthouse, 
Basement Room, Sixth and Neosho 
Streets, Burlington, Kansas 66839 
between 2:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. on 
Tuesday, January 17, 1984 and at the 
same location between 9:30 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m. on January 24, 1984. Both oral 
and w7itten statements will be made a 
part of the official record of this 
proceeding. 


III. Public Attendance 


The public is invited to attend these 
hearings. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 30th of 
November 1983. 

For the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. 
Sheldon J. Wolfe, 
Chairman, Administrative Judge. 
{FR Doc. 83-32581 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[ASLBP Docket No. 81-453-03 OL; NRC 
Docket No. 50-482) 


Kansas Gas & Electric Co., et al.; 
Hearing Amendment 


December 1, 1983. 
Order 


(Changing a Hearing Location in Second 
Amended Notice of Hearing) 


In the matter of Kansas Gas & Electric Co., 
et al. (Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit 
No. 1); ASLBP Docket No. 81-453-03-OL 
(NRC Docket No. 50-482). 

Paragraph C. of Part 1 of the Board's 
Second Amended Notice of Hearing, 
dated November 30, 1983, should be 
changed to read as follows: 

C. The hearing will resume on 
Tuesday, February 14, 1984 at 9:30 a.m. 
at the Emporia State University, 
Memorial Union Center, Messenger 
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Room, 1200 Commercial Street, Emporia, 
Kansas 66801. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this ist of 
December 1983. 

For the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. 
Sheldon J. Wolfe, 
Chairman, Administrative Judge. 
{FR Doc. 83-32582 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


PACIFIC NORTHWEST ELECTRIC 
POWER AND CONSERVATION 
PLANNING COUNCIL 


Fish Propagation Panel; Meeting 
Correction 


A notice of meeting of the Fish 
Propagation Panel of the Pacific 
Northwest Electric Power and 
Conservation Planning Council was 
published on December 5, 1983, at 48 FR 
54567. The notice was inadvertently 
placed in the section of the issue 
reserved for Sunshine Act meeting: it 
should have been placed in the regular 
Notices section of the issue. The notice 
has been assigned FR Document No. 83- 
32770. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-™ 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Release No. 23145; 70-6935] 


The Rocky River Realty Company; 
Proposed Sale of Long-Term Notes 
Selden Street, Berlin, Connecticut, 
06037, 


December 1, 1983. 

The Rocky River Realty Company 
(“Rocky River’), a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Northeast Utilities 
(“Northeast”), a registered holding 
company, has filed with this 
Commission an application-declaration 
under Sections 6 and 7 of the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 
(“Act’} and Rule 50(a)(5) thereunder. 

Rocky River proposes to negotiate a 
sale of long-term, secured notes to an 
institutional investor, in an amount up to 
$1 million, in order to repay funds 
borrowed from Northeast under open 
account advances and to provide 
working capital. The funds have been 
borrowed from Northeast in part to 
retire and refinance debt originally 
incurred in connection with the 
purchase of a building in New Milford, 
Connecticut, currently leased to The 
Connecticut Light & Power Company 
(“CL&P”), a subsidiary of Northeast. 

The notes are expected to mature in 
not more than 30 years and will be 


secured by a second mortgage on the 
building and a limited assignment of 
rentals from the lease to CL&P. The 
interest rate on the notes is expected to 
be 13% for the first five years and will 
be reset at the end of each five-year 
period. The rate will be 150 basis points 
over the five year constant maturity rate 
as published in the Federal Reserve 
Statistical Release H15 (519). Rocky 
River will make payments in equal 
periodic installments of principal and 
interest. 

Rocky River has requested an 
exception from the competitive bidding 
requirements of Rule 50 citing the 
following reasons: 1) Refinancing of a 
real estate mortgage requires terms that 
are not common for securities issued at 
competitive bidding; 2) Rocky River's 
credit is not well known in the 
investment community; and 3) the size 
of the proposed loan is small relative to 
other transactions for member 
companies of the Northeast System. 

The application-declaration and any 
amendments thereto are available for 
public inspection through the 
Commission's Office of Public 
Reference. Interested persons wishing to 
comment or request a hearing should 
submit their views in writing by 
December 27, 1983, to the Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20549, and serve a 
copy on the applicant-declarant at the 
address specified above. Proof of 
service (by affidavit or, in the case of an 
attorney at law, by certificate) should be 
filed with the request. Any request for a 
hearing shall identify specifically the 
issues of fact or law that are disputed. A 
person who so requests will be notified 
of any hearing and will receive a copy of 
any notice or order issued. After said 
date, the application-declaration, as 
then amended, may be granted and 
permitted to become effective. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Corporate Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-32592 Filed 12-6-83: 8:45am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
[Public Notice 888] 


State Department Performance 
Review Board Members 


In accordance with Section 4314 (c) (1) 
through (5) of the Civil Service Reform 
Act of 1978 (Pub. L. 95-454), the 
Executive Resources Board of the 
Department of State has appointed the 


54923 


following additional persons to the State 
Department Performance Review Board 
Register and inso doing amends ~ 
accordingly Department of State Public 
Notice No. 763 (45 FR 6877-6878, January 
30, 1980) effective December 2, 1983: 

1. David A. Colson, Legal Adviser, 
Officer of the Legal Adviser. 

2. Mary Beth West, Legal Adviser 
Office of the Legal Adviser. 

3. Ronald Stowe, Vice President 
Satellite Business Systems. 


Dated: November 29, 1983. 
Andrew L. Steigman, 
Acting Director General of the Foreign 
Service and Director of Personnel. 
[FR Doc. 83-32607 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4710-15-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Office of the Secretary 


Reports, Forms, and Recordkeeping 
Requirements; Submittals To OMB 
November 5-November 22, 1983 


AGENCY: Department of Transportation 
(DOT), Office of the Secretary. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice lists those forms, 
reports, and recordkeeping 
requirements, transmitted by the 
Department of Transportation, during 
the period Nov. 5—Nov. 22, 1983, to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for its approval. This notice is 
published in accordance with the 
requirements of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 
35). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John Windsor, John Chandler, or 
Annette Wilson, Information 
Requirements Division, M-34, Office of 
the Secretary of Transportation, 400 7th 
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 205990; 
(202) 426-1887 or Gary Waxman or 
Wayne Leiss, Office of Management and 
Budget, New Executive Office Building, 
Room 3001, Washington, D.C. 20503; 
(202) 395-7313. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


Section 3507 of Title 44 of the United 
States Code, as adopted by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 
requires that agencies prepare a notice 
for publication in the Federal Register, 
listing those information collection 
requests submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
approval under that Act. OMB reviews 
and approves agency submittals in 
accordance with criteria set forth in that 





Act. In carrying out its responsibilities, 
OMB also considers public comments on 
the proposed forms, reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

As needed, the Department of 
Transportation will publish in the 
Federal Register a list of those forms, 
reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements that it has submitted to 
OMB for review and approval under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act. The list will 
include new items imposing paperwork 
burdens on the public as well as 
revisions, renewals and reinstatements 
of already existing requirements. OMB 
approval of an information collection 
requirement must be renewed at least 
once every three years. The published 
list also will include the following 
information for each item submitted to 
OMB: 

(1) A DOT control number. 

(2) An OMB approval number if the 
submittal involves the renewal, 
reinstatement or revision of a previously 
approved item. 


(3) The name of the DOT Operating 
Administration or Secretarial Office 
involved. 

(4) The title of the information 
collection request. 

(5) The form numbers used, if any. 

(6) The frequency of required 
responses. 

(7) The persons required to respond. 

(8) A brief statement of the need for, 
uses to be made of, the information 
collection. 


Information Availability and Comments 


Copies of the DOT information 
collection requests submitted to OMB 
may be obtained from the DOT officials 
listed in the “For Further Information 
Contact” paragraph set forth above. 

Comments on the requests should be 
forwarded, as quickly as possible, 
directly to the OMB officials listed in the 
“For Further Information Contact” 
paragraph set forth above. If you 
anticipate submitting substantive 
comments, but find that more than 5 
days from the date of publication is 
needed to prepare them, please notify 
the OMB officials of your intent 
immediately. 


Items Submitted for Review by OMB 


The following information collection 
requests were submitted to OMB from 
Nov. 5-Nov. 22, 1983: 

DOT No. 2264 

OMB No. 2115-0115 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: Plan Approval and Records for 

Electrical Engineering Systems—46 

CFR, Subchapter J 
Forms: N/A 
Frequency: On occasion 


Respondents: Shipyards and Naval 
Architects 

Need/Use: This information is required 
by the Coast Guard in order to 
determine if the vessel’s electrical 
construction, arrangement, systems, 
and equipment meet the applicable 
regulations. By review of the plans 
prior to construction, a vessel owner 
or builder can be assured that the 
vessel, if built in accordance with the 
plans, will meet the regulatory 
standards. 


DOT No: 2265 

OMB No: None 

By: Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

Title: Approval of Powered Conveyors 
(used to handle explosives) 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Manufacturers of 
conveyors and of vessels, teminal 
operators, and long-shoring firms 

Need/Use: To ascertain that design, 
constuction, and specifications of 
powered conveyors are such that they 
are safe for use in loading explosives. 


DOT No: 2266 

OMB No: None 

By: Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

Title: Approval of Deviations from 
Hazardous Materials Stowage 
Regulations (on ships) 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: On occassion 

Respondents: Shippers and marine 
carriers of hazardous materials 

Need/Use: To ascertain that 
alternatives for the stowage of 
hazardous materials provide a level of 
safety equivalent to those specified by 
the regulations. 


DOT No: 2267 

OMB No: New 

By: Federal Aviation Administration 

Title: SFAR-36 Development of Major 
Repair Data 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: As required 

Respondents: Repair stations, air 
carriers, air taxis, and commerical 
operators 

Need/Use: SFAR-36 relieves qualifying 
applicants of the burden of obtaining 
FAA approval of data developed by 
them for major repairs on a case-by- 
case basis. 


DOT No: 2268 

OMB No: New 

By: National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

Title: 49 CFR Part 569, Regroovable 
Tires (Label) 

Forms: None 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Small businesses 
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Need/Use: This regulation requires tire 
manufacturers to label each tire 
designed for regrooving with the word 
“regroovable.” 


DOT No: 2274 

OMB No: 2115-0104/2115-0111 
(Combined) 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: Course Approvals for Merchant 
Marine Training Schools 

Forms: None 

Frequency: Every 5 years 

Respondents: Training schools for 
Merchant Mariners 

Need/Use: This information is needed to 
ensure that certain training schools 
apply to the Coast Guard for approval 

of the curricula and faculty. This 

requirement is to ensure a minimum 

level of training in lieu of an 

examination or sea experience. The 

information collections for “Course 

Approvals, Radar Observers Schools” 

and “Course Approval for Merchant 

Marine Training Schools” are 

consolidated into this one 

requirement. 

DOT No: 2275 

OMB No: 2115-.0094 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: Safety Approval of Cargo 
Containers 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: Every 24% years 

Respondents: Container owners, 
operators, manufacturers, and 
delegated approval authorities 

Need/Use: This information collection 
contans recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements. The reporting 
documentation provides a mechanism 
for container owners to obtain 
approval for their containers as 
prescribed by the “International 
Convention for Safe Containers.” 
Without this approval, containers 
cannot be used in international 
transports. The recordkeeping 
requirements are used to ensure that 
adequate documentation is available 
to varify that an individual container 
or an entire design type has been 
designed and tested in accordance 
with the technical requirements of the 
International Convention for Safe 
Containers. 

DOT No: 2276 

OMB No: 2115-0113 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: New Self-Propelled Liquified Gas 
Vessels 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Foreign flag liquified gas 
carriers 

Need/Use: This information collection 
contains both recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements. The reporting 
documentation provides a mechanism 
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for vessel owners or operators to 
obtain approval to carry liquified 
gases in the United States. The 
documentation is used by Coast 
Guard: (1) As a means to indicate 
compliance with the standards in 46 
CFR Part 154, (2) as a vehicle for 
transmitting specific information on 
special designs not covered by 
regulations, and (3) to obtain 
information necessary to schedule a 
Letter of Compliance exmination. The 
recordkeeping requirements are 
necessary to ensure that vessel 
personnel are alerted to those safety 
issues regulated and controlled by 
operational standards rather than by 
design standards. The records are also 
examined by Coast Guard inspectors 
to ensure their adequacy. Without this 
collection the Coast Guard would 
have no way to determine if a vessel 
meets U.S. safety regulations for the 
carriage of liquified gases. 

DOT No: 2277 

OMB No: 2115-0508 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: Letter Documenting Qualifications 
of Tankerman Applicants 

Forms: None 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Applicants for tankerman 
endorsement and vessel owners/ 
operators who write the letter 

Need/Use: The letter is used by the 
Coast Guard, along with the 
tankerman examination, to assure 
that applicants for tankerman 
endorsement possess a minimum level 
of qualification. 

DOT No: 2278 

OMB No: 2115-0067 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: Coast Guard Intelligence Agency 
Check Request 

Forms: CG—2765 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Alien U.S. Merchant 
Mariners 

Need/Use: This information collection is 
‘needed in order to support federal 
agency background investigations of 
alien merchant marine applicants. The 
information is used by the Coast 
Guard's Office of Intelligence and 
Security to forward to various 
agencies (FBI, State Department, 
I&NS, OPM, DCII, and the CIA) to 
verify and ascertain the background 
of alien applicants. 

DOT No: 2279 

OMB No: 2137-0036 

By: Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

Title: Portable Tank Inspection and Test 
Record Requirements 

Forms: None 

Frequency: Retest to retest 


Respondents: Owners of portable tanks 

Need/Use: To ensure that portable 
tanks used in shipping hazardous 
materials remain in such physical 
condition that they may be safely 
used in their required service.. 

DOT No: 2280 

OMB No: 2130-0002; 2130-0003; 2130- 
0011; 2130-0012; 2130-0013; 2130-0015; 
2130-0500; 2130-0507 (Combined 8 into 
one) 

By: Federal Railroad Administration 

Title: Accident/Incident Reporting and 
Recordkeeping 

Forms: FRA-F-6180.45; FRA-F-6180.54; 
FRA-6180.55; FRA-F-6180.55A; FRA- 
F-6180.56; FRA-F-6180.57 

Frequency: On occasion; Monthly; 
Annually 

Respondents: Railroads 

Need/Use: FRA uses the information to 
identify hazardous conditions on the 
railroads and to assure compliance 
with the Railroad Safety Act. 

DOT No: 2281 

OMB No: None 

By: National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

Title: 49 CFR Warning Devices (Label) 
for Approaching Traffic 

Forms: None 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Small businesses 

Need/Use: This standard requires 
certain information to be permanently 
labeled on warning devices which do 
not contain an energy source, e.g., 
reflective type, but that warn 
approaching traffic of the presence of 
a stopped vehicle. Such devices are 
separate, i.e., are not a part of any 
vehicle. 


DOT No: 2283 

OMB No: New 

By: Federal Highway Administration 

Title: Develop and Submit Utility 
Accommodation Policies (States) 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: 3 to 5 states per year, as 
needed 

Respondents: State highway agencies 

Need/Use: To fulfill statutory 
requirements of Federal Government 
by requiring State Highway agencies 
to submit to FHWA for approval a 
utility accommodation policy in the 
use of highway rights-of-way on 
federal-aid highway projects for 
review and approval. 

DOT No: 2284 

OMB No: New 

By: National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

Title: 49 CFR 571.217, Bus Window 
Retention and Release (Label) 

Forms: None 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Bus manufacturers 
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Need/Use: This standaard requires 
emergency exit identifications to be 
marked in all buses, along with 
concise operating instructions 
explaining how to unlatch and open 
the exit. 


DOT No: 2285 

OMB No: 2115-0038 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: Application for Class I Private 
(ownership of) Aids to Navigation on 
Artificial Islands or Fixed Structures 

Forms: CG-4143 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: Mostly for petroleum and 
gas drilling rigs offshore but could be 
used by any individual or company. 

Need/Use: This information collection is 
needed for safe marine navigation. 
The Coast Guard reviews the 
application and ensures that the 
privately owned aid is adequately 
marked for navigational purposes. If 
the request is approved, the location 
and characteristics of the private 
navigational aid are provided to the 
public via radio broadcasts and 
nautical publications. If this 
information were not required, 
mariners would not be aware of new 
private navigational aids and the aids 
would become hazardous to all 
navigation. 


DOT No: 2286 

OMB No: 2115-0108 

By: U.S. Coast Guard 

Title: Plan Approvals and Records for 
Access Openings (Watertight Doors) 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: On occasion 

Need/Use: This information collection is 
needed by the Coast Guard inspection 
personnel in order to determine if the 
access openings meet the standards 
mandated by the International 
Convention for the Safety of Life at 
Sea. The plans are used by technical 
reviewers at Coast Guard 
Headquarters technical office to 
determine compliance with the 
standards for access openings. 

DOT No: 2287 

OMB No: 2137-0041 

By: Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

Title: New Explosives approval and 
Notification 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: One time prior to first 
shipment 

Respondents: Manufacturers of 
explosives 

Need/use: To assure that explosives and 
explosive devices are properly 
packaged and classed so that a level 
of safety will be maintained, 
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protecting the general public and 
property while it is being transported. 

DOT No: 2288 

By: Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration 

Title: Environmental Assessments 

Forms: N/A 

Frequency: On occasion 

Respondents: State and Local 
Governments 

Need/Use Environmental Assessments 
are prepared for Urban Mass 
Transportation projects to evaluate 
the significance of the proposed 
project on the environment. The 
requirement originated from the 
Council of Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations and the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 
Issued in Washington, D.C., on November 

29, 1983. 

Jon H. Seymour, 

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Administration. 

{FR Doc. 83-32553 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910-62-M 


Federal Aviation Administration 


Tuscaloosa Municipal Airport; 
Acceptance of Noise Exposure Map 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, DOT. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) announces its 
acceptance of noise exposure maps 
submitted by Tuscaloosa Municipal 
Airport (TCL) under the provisions of 
Title I of the Aviation Safety and Noise 
Abatement Act of 1979 (Pub. L. 96-193) 
and 14 CFR Part 150. 

DATE: The effective date of the FAA's 
acceptance of the TCL noise exposure 
maps is September 19, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Elton Jay, Civil Engineer, Jackson, 
Mississippi, Airports District Office, P.O. 
Box 6111, Pearl Branch, Jackson, 
Mississippi 39208; (601) 960-4628. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice announces that the FAA has 
accepted the noise exposure maps for 
Tuscaloosa Municipal Airport, effective 
September 19, 1983. 

Under Section 103 of Title I of the 
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement 
Act of 1979 (hereinafter referred to as 
“the Act”), an airport operator may 
submit to the FAA a noise exposure map 
which meets applicable regulations and 
which depicts noncompatible land uses 
as of the date of submission of such 
map, a description of projected aircraft 
operations, and the ways in which such 


operations will affect such map. The Act 
requires such maps to be developed in 
consultation with interested and 
affected parties in the local community, 
government agencies and persons using 
the airport. 

An airport operator who has 
submitted a noise exposure map that is 
accepted by FAA as meeting Federal 
Aviation Regulation Part 150, 
promulgated pursuant to Title I of the 
Act, may submit a noise compatibility 
program for FAA approval which sets 
forth the measures the operator has 
taken or proposes for the reduction of 
existing noncompatible uses and for the 
prevention of the introduction of 
additional noncompatible uses. 

Tuscaloosa Municipal Airport 
submitted to the FAA on December 20, 
1982, noise exposure maps, descriptions 
and other documentation which were 
produced during an airport noise control 
and land use compatibility {ANCLUC) 
study conducted at TCL from September 
1980 to January 1983. It was requested 
that the FAA accept this material as a 
noise exposure map as described in 
Section 103{a)(1} of the Act. 

The FAA has completed its review of 
the noise exposure maps and related 
descriptions submitted by Tuscaloosa 
Municipal Airport. The specific maps 
under consideration are depicted in the 
Ldn contour maps entitled “Tuscaloosa 
Existing Land Use,” dated November 
1981 and “Proposed Land Use, Future 
1990 Noise Contours,” dated November 
1982 contained in the final report, 
“Airport Noise Control and Land Use 
Compatibility.” 

The FAA has accepted these 
materials as the noise exposure maps 
for Tuscaloosa Municipal Airport, 
effective on September 19, 1983. 

FAA's acceptance of an airport 
operator's noise exposure map is limited 
to the determination that the map was 
developed in accordance with the 
procedures contained in Appendix A of 
FAR Part 150. Such acceptance does not 
constitute approval of the applicant's 
data, information or pl=ns, or a 
commitment to approve a noise 
compatibility program or fund the 
implementation of that program. 

If questions arise concerning the 
precise relationship of specific 
properties to noise exposure contours 
depicted on a noise exposure map 
submitted under Section 103 of the Act, 
it should be noted that the FAA is not 
involved in any way in determining the 
relative locations of specific properties 
with regard to the depicted noise 
contours, or in interpreting the noise 
exposure map to resolve questions 
concerning, for example, which 
properties should be covered by the 
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provisions of Section 107 of the Act. 
These functions are inseparable from 
the ultimate land use control and 
planning responsibilities of local 
government. These local responsibilities 
are not changed in any way under Part 
150 or through FAA's acceptance of 
noise exposure maps. Therefore, the 
responsibility for the detailed overlaying 
of noise exposure contours onto the map 
depicting properties on the surface rests 
exclusively with the airport operator 
which submitted those maps, or with 
those public agencies and planning 
agencies with which consultation is 
required under Section 103 of the Act. 
The FAA has relied on the certification 
by the airport operator, under Section 
150.21 of FAR Part 150, that the 
statutorily required consultation has 
been accomplished. 

Copies of the accepted noise exposure 
maps and the FAA's evaluation of the 
maps are available for examination at 
the following location: 


Federal Aviation Administration, 
National Headquarters, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW, Room 615, 
Washington, D.C. 

Federal Aviation Administration, 
Southern Regional Office, 3400 
Norman Berry Drive, Room 673, East 
Point, Georgia 30344 

Federal Aviation Administration, 
Jackson Airports District Office, FAA 
Building, Jackson Municipal Airport, 
Jackson, Mississippi 

City Engineer, City of Tuscaloosa, 520 
22nd Avenue, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 

Questions may be directed to the 

individual named above under the 

heading, 
“For Further Information Contact.” 
Issued in Atlanta, Georgia, on September 

20, 1983. 

George R. LaCaille, 

Deputy Director, Southern Region. 

{FR Doc. 83-32510 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Office of the Secretary 


Public Information Collection 
Requirements Submitted to OMB for 
Review 


Dated: November 30, 1983. 

On November 30, 1983 the Department 
of the Treasury submitted the following 
public information collection 
requirement(s) to OMB (listed by 
submitting bureaus), for review and 
clearance under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511. 
Copies of these submissions may be 
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obtained from the Treasury Department 
Clearance Officer, by calling (202) 535- 
6020. Comments regarding these 
information collections should be 
addressed to the OMB reviewer listed at 
the end of each bureau's listing and to 
the Treasury Department Clearance 
Officer, Room 7227, 1201 Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20220. 


Internal Revenue Service 


OMB No.: 1512-0277 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5110/30 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: DSP—Daily Records of Bottling 
Operations 

OMB No.: 1512-0375 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5520/1 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Volatile Fruit-Flavor Concentrate 
Manufacturers 

OMB No.: 1512-0379 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5110/2 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Manufacturers of Nonbeverage 
Products—Records Required to 
Support Claims for Drawback - 

OMB No.: 1512-0373 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5400/3 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Licensed Explosives Importers, 
Dealers and Permittees; Records and 
Supporting Data of Importation, 
Receipt, Storage, and Disposition 

OMB No.: 1512-0369 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5300/1 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Licensed Firearms Manufacturers 
Records of Production, Disposition 
and Supporting Data 

OMB No.: 1512-0257 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5110/10 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: DSP Processing Record— 
Production of Gin or Vodka by Other 
Than Original or Continuous 
Distillation 

OMB No.: 1512-0067 

Form No.: ATF F 1473 (5110.16) 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 
Title: Shipment and Receipt—Specially 
Denatured, Tax-Free or Recovered 

Spirits 
OMB No.: 1512-0286 
Form No.: ATF Rec 5110/39 
Type of Review: Existing Regulation 
Title: Alcohol Fuel Plants—Record of 
Gauges 
OMB No.: 1512-0368 


Form No.: ATF Rec 5230/1 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Tobacco Products Importers— 
Record of Large Cigar Wholesale 
Prices 

OMB No.: 1512-0391 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5210/10 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Tobacco—Record of Disposition 
of More Than 60,000 Cigarettes in a 
Single Transaction 

OMB No.: 1512-0365 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5210/8 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Tobacco Products Manufacturer— 
Record of Large Cigar Wholesale 
Prices 

OMB No.: 1512-0345 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5150/12 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Manufacturers Recovering Tax 
Paid Alcohol 


OMB No.: 1512-0250 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5110/3 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: DSP—Withdrawals for Testing, 
Research, Etc. Free of Or/Without 
Payment of Tax 


OMB No.: 1512-0288 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5110/41 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Alcohol Fuel Plants—Records of 
Production, Receipt, Amounts on 
Hand, Additions, Manufacture and 
Disposition 

OMB No.: 1512-0341 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5150/8 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Manufacturers and Vendors of 
Stills—Required Records 


OMB No.: 1512-0358 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5210/1 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Tobacco Products Manufacturers 
Record of Operations 


OMB No.: 1512-0363 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5210/6 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Tobacco Products 
Manufacturers—Supporting Records 
for Removals for the Use of the U.S. 

OMB No.: 1512-0362 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5210/5 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Tobacco Products 
Manufacturers—Importations from 
Puerto Rico 


OMB No.: 1512-0384 
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Form No.: ATF Rec 5620/2 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Airlines Withdrawing Stock from 
Customs Custody 


OMB No.: 1512-0336 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5150/2 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Letterhead Applications and 
Notices Relating to Denatured Spirits 

OMB No.: 1512-0337 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5150/1 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Usual and Customary Business 
Records Relating to Denatured Spirits 

OMB No.: 1512-0253 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5110/6 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: DSP—Record of Finished Products 

OMB No.: 1512-0344 

Form No.: ATF Rec 5150/11 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Scientific Institution and 
Colleges—Applications, Notices, and 
Records Regarding Distilled Spirits 

OMB No.; 1545-0024 

Form No.: IRS 843 

Type of Review: Regular Submission 

Title: Claim 

OMB No.: 1545- 

Form No.: IRS 5074 

Type of Review: New Submission 

Title: Allocation of Individual Income 
Tax to Guam or Northern Mariana 
Islands 

OMB No.: 1545-0655 

Form No.: TIR 82-21 

Type of Review: Regular Submission 

Title: A Survey Approach to Estimate 
the Tipping Practices of Consumers 


Bureau of the Public Debt 


OMB No.: 1535-0055 

Form No.: PD 1050 

Type of Review: Existing Regulation 

Title: Creditor’s Consent to Disposition 
of U.S. Securities and Relating Checks 
Without Administration of Deceased 
Owner’s Estate 

OMB Reviewer: Norman Frumkin (202) 
395-6880 Office of Management and 
Budget Room 3208, New Executive 
Office Building Washington, D.C. 
20503 

Cathy Thomas, 

Departmental Reports, Management Office. 

{FR Doc. 83-32535 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4810-25-M 








Wednesday 
December 7, 1983 


Part Il 


Department of 
Energy 


Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 


Natural Gas Policy Act; Determinations 
by Jurisdictional Agencies 
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Issued: December 2, 1983. 

The following notices of 
determination were received from the 
indicated jurisdictional agencies by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
pursuant to the Natural Gas Policy Act 
of 1978 and 18 CFR 274.104. Negative 
determinations are indicated by a “D” 
before the section code. Estimated 
annual production (PROD) is in million 
cubic feet (MMCF). 


The applications for determination are 
available for inspection except to the 
extent such material is confidential 
under 18 CFR 275.206, at the 
Commission's Division of Public 
Information, Room 1000, 825 North 
Capitol St., Washington, D.C. Persons 
objecting to any of these determinations 
may, in accordance with 18 CFR 275.203 
and 275.204, file a protest with the 
commission within fifteen days after 
publication of notice in the Federal 
Register. 

Source data from the Form 121 for this 
and all previous notices is available on 
magnetic tape from the National 
Technical Information Service (NTIS). 
For information, contact Stuart 
Weisman (NTIS) at (703) 487-4808, 5285 
Port Royal Rd, Springfield, Va 22161. 


Categories within each NGPA section 
are indicated by the following codes: 


Section 102-1: New OCS lease 
102-2: New well (2.5 Mile rule) 
102-3: New well (1000 Ft rule) 
102-4: New onshore reservoir 


102-5: New reservoir on old OCS lease 


Section 107-DP 15,000 feet or deeper 


107—GB: Geopressured brine 
107-CS: Coal Seams 

107-DV: Devonian Shale 

107-PE: Production enhancement 
107-TF: New tight formation 


107-RT: Recompletion tight formation 


Section 108: Stripper well 
108-SA: Seasonally affected 
108-ER: Enhanced recovery 
108-PB: Pressure buildup 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 


Secretary. 


NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS 
ISSUED DECEMBER 2, 1983 


VOLUME 1011 


FIELD NAME PROD 


PURCHASER 


JED OB UBUD RIGO OGIRIOG OBIE OIBO EER OG ORIG OE URC OE EEE O UNO NIE KOREN Rss 
KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF MINES & MINERALS 

FEC FE JRE 3 0 DEE 00 0 EE 06 J 8 Ee EE EE REE RE EE EE BE RE SEE RE RE EE REE EE RE RE I RE BE OE IE aE BE 8 
~CITIES SERVICE COMPANY RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: KY 

8405314 506612 1619525077 108 HATCHER B-15 
~COLUMBIA GAS TRANSMISSION CORP RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: KY 

8405256 505896 1607100000 108 ANDY AKERS 805055 

8405255 505895 1607100000 108 ANDY AKERS 805056 

8405269 505909 1619500000 108 ANDY REYNOLDS ETAL 809299 
8405295 505935 1619500000 108 ANDY REYNOLDS 809562 

8405304 505944 1619500000 108 BERWIND CORP #218 809592 

8405223 505863 1619500000 108 BERWIND CORP #222 809618 

8405264 505904 1619500000 108 BERWIND CORP 8224 809694 
8405279 505919 1619500000 108 CARL B DOTSON 809024 

8405270 505910 1619500000 108 ELI SMITH HEIRS ETAL 809300 
8405303 505945 1612700000 ELIZ PIGG ETAL 809669 

8405229 505869 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 54 805156 
8405230 505870 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 56 895158 
8405234 505874 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 30 805634 
8405232 505872 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 803837 

8405233 505875 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 803843 

8405259 505899 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 864990 

8405288 505928 1611900000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805128 
8405289 505929 1611900000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805129 

8405227 505867 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805140 

8405228 505868 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805141 

8405284 505924 1611900000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805159 

8405231 505871 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805438 

8405235 505875 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805635 

8405308 505948 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 805690 

8405312 505952 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 84 805680 
8405236 505876 1607100000 ELKHORN COAL CORP 93 805710 
8405313 505953 1607100000 ELKHORN COA! CORP 94 805711 
8405258 505898 1615900000 FED GAS OIL & COAL CO 8051"% 
8405257 505897 1615900000 FED GAS OIL & COAL 805308 
8405298 505938 1615900000 FEDERAL GAS MTL & COAL CO 809544 
8405300 505940 1619500000 FEDERAL GAS OIL #103 809594 
8405286 505926 1619500000 G C ROWE 802248 

8405301 505941 1619500000 G C ROWE 809526 

8405245 505885 1619500000 GEO W AKERS 805082 

8405260 505900 1619500000 GEORGE PINSON JR 804989 

8405275 505915 1615900000 GOFF HEIRS ETAL 808933 

8405224 505864 1615900000 HEZEKIAH HARDIN ETAL 808780 
8405294 505934 1619500000 J BLANKENSHIP ETAL 809035 
8405302 505942 1619500000 J C CLINE 809723 KCHTUCKY 
8405271 505911 1619500000 J S CLINE ETAL 809482 KENTHICKY 
8405267 505907 1619500000 J S CLINE 8°°¢2° KRORTUCKY 
8405287 505927 1619500000 JAMES THORNBERRY 809424 KENTUCKY 
8405309 505949 1619500000 JOHN F PHILLIPS 805378 KENTUCKY 


CANADA COLUMBIA TRAN 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY “AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY FIELD AREA 
KENTUCKY FIELD AREA 
KENTUCKY FIELD B 
KENTUCKY FIELD AREA 
KENTUCKY FIELD AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA B 
KENTUCKY AREA B 
KENTUCKY AREA B 
KENTUCKY FIELD AREA 
KENTUCKY FIELD AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTHCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 


COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAK 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUNBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAH 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUIISIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
cOLU” TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
U TRAN 
COLUHBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA GA TRAN 
COLUNDIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA G TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
COLUNSIA GAS TRAN 


POEOKOAOAOOOSSs 


a 
> 


me Ne NN 
VAAMAKNYYVNVYNYYNNHHYYYNYYNYNYNYNY 


Nn 


nn 


Ne 
PPPPPLS bE PSE ESD > PPP Pr > 


> > 


PAADAHADADADARVAAAABDAAHAADGOD 


5 
3 
4. 
5. 
r 5 
8 
5. 
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JD NO PROD 
8405261 
8405282 
8405283 
8405285 
8405299 
8405237 
8405268 
8405273 
8405274 
8405272 
8405278 
8405277 
8405203 
8405205 
8405206 
8405208 
8405209 
8405210 
8405211 
8405212 
8405213 
8405215 
8405214 
8405216 
8405218 
8405219 
8405217 
8405220 
8405221 
8405263 
8405207 
8405204 
8405201 
8405202 
8405222 
8405265 
8405307 
8405240 
8405252 
8405250 
8405290 
8405246 
8405225 
8405251 
8405291 
8405247 
8405239 
8405293 
8405242 
8405297 
8405238 
8405241 
8405292 
8405243 
8405244 
8405310 
8405281 
8405280 
8405262 
8405311 
8405296 
8405249 
8405254 
8405253 
8405276 
8405266 
8405226 
8405248 


JA DKT 


505901 
505922 
505923 
505925 
505939 
505877 
505908 
505913 
505914 
505912 
505918 
505917 
505843 
505845 
505846 
505848 
505849 
505850 
505851 
505852 
505853 
505855 
505854 
505856 
505858 
505859 
505857 
505860 1 
505861 1 
505903 1 
505847 1 
505844 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


PURCHASER 


COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBEA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUNBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUIBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUIBI* 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMNSIA 
COLUNBIA 
COLUSA G 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUIBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUFBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUM3EA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUIIBEA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 


API NO 


1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
619500000 

19500000 

19500000 

19500000 

19500000 

19500000 

19500000 

19500000 
619500000 
1619509000 
1615900000 
1611500000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
16071000006 
1611500000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615900000 
1615990000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1607100000 
16195090000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1619500000 
1611900000 
1611900000 
1619500000 
1619500000 


FIELD NAME 


KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY FIELD AREA C 
KENTUCKY AREA B 

KENTUCKY AREA C 

KENTUCKY AREA C 


o SEC(1) SEC(2) WELL NAME 


JOHN H HARPER 804988 
KENTLAND C & C 8174 809256 
KENTLAND C #184 809331 
KENTLAND € #192 809392 
KENTLAND C 8225 809695 
KENTLAND #109 898012 
KENTLAND #135 808899 
KENTLAND #146 809009 
KENTLAND #147 899010 
KENTLAND #157 809048 
KENTLAND $162 809218 
KENTLAND #164 809135 
KENTLAND #169 809199 
KENTLAND #173 809248 
KENTLAND #175 809261 
KENTLAND 809327 
KENTLAND 809329 
KENTLAND 809330 
KENTLAND 809332 
KENTLAND 809346 
KENTLAND 809347 
KENTLAND 809393 
KENTLAND 809389 
KENTLAND 809411 
KENTLAND 809431 
KENTLAND 809440 
KENTLAND 809426 
KENTLAND 809445 
KENTLAND 809446 
KENTLAND 809697 
KENTLAND #38 809267 
KENTLAND #79 809192 
KENTLAND C&C 809188 
KENTLAND C&C 809189 
KENTLAND C&C 809478 
LF WHITE ETAL 809651 
LEONARD PHILLIPS 809320 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ #25 808636 
MABEL S AGASSIZ ETAL 894227 
MABEL S$ AGASSIZ ETAL 804271 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ ETAL 804336 
MABEL S AGASSIZ ETAL 804585 
MABEL S$ AGASSIZ ETAL 804611 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ ETAL 804673 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ ETAL 805008 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ ETAL 805109 
MABEL S$ AGASSIZ ETAL 806995 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ ETAL 808641 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ ETAL 808678 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ ETAL 809575 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ 22 806533 
MABEL € AGASSIZ 26 808637 
MABEL S$ AGASSIZ 27 898640 
MABEL S AGASSIZ 39 808793 
MABEL $ AGASSIZ 31 808941 
MAJOR COLLIERIES #9 808505 
MARTHA SMITH ETAL 809262 
MARY S FITZPATRICK 804008 
MATTIE FIDLER ETAL 804537 
NB WILLIAMSON ETAL 895899 
NIKITIE FLANNERY 809565 

WHITT ETAL 80936? 

AMNBURGEY ETAL 806838 

AMBURGEY ETAL 805256 

DOTSON FT4L £09136 

ELSNICK ETAL 809649 
1615900000 AM MAYNARD 804751 
1611900000 T A MARTIN 804867 
8405305 505945 1619500000 VICTORIA FLETCHER 809317 
8405306 505946 1619500000 VICTORIA FLCTCHER £09318 
‘30 90 90 FE BE DE EE DE HE DF DE 0 8 0 OE BEDE OE BE Bt ae BB MD DDE SE BO DE BE DE OE EO OE OE OE BE DE OE OE DE EO OE Ne 

“OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
‘0 HE HE DEE OE FE BE BE DE BE 90 BE DE BE SE DO 0 0 De De ENN NNN NNN ow 
-AMOCO PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405141 213336 3504321146 103 DENNIS FOX "A" #1 
RECEIVED: 
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ee 
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AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
A2ZEA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
ARIA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
SREA 
AREA 
ARES 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
AREA 
BREA 
ecka 


ornew 


~ 


céc 
cac 
505841 
505842 
505862 
505905 
505947 
505880 
505892 
505890 
505930 
505886 
505865 
505891 
505931 
505887 
505879 
505933 
505882 
505937 
505878 
505881 
505932 
505883 
505884 
505950 
505921 
505920 
505902 
505951 
505936 
505889 
505894 
505893 
505916 
505906 
505866 
505888 
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PUTNAM (MORROW) MOBIL OIL CORP 
-ARCO OIL AND GAS COMPANY 10731783 JA: OK 
8405165 24130 3504721769 C K WALKER CNORTH) #86 
8405164 24129 3504723228 STATE OF OKLAHOMA 82 
~BOGERT OIL CO 10731783 JA: OK 
8405129 24254 3507323776 ARTHUR #1-29 
8405179 24196 3507379990 ROBERTA ANN 1-23 
~BRACKEN —— co 10731783 JA: OK 
8405171 2421 3504321576 MARTIN 82-9 
~BROOKS HALL ort CORP 10731783 JA: OK 
3508720866 #2 
3512300000 
OoRP 
3504321401 


8405184 24154 INMAN 
3504321581 


ARCO OIL & GAS CO 
UNION TEXAS PRODU 


GARBER 
SOCNER TREND 
TREND 
TREND 


PHILLIPS PETROLEV 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


SSONER 
SOONER 


103 
RECEIVED: 

103 

103 
RECEIVED: 


103 ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
RECEIVED: 
103 


LEEDY 


NORTH DIBBLE SUN EXPLORATION & 


OK 
ox 


~CHARRO PETROLEUM INC 10731783 JA: 
8405149 23591 
~CONTINENTAL RESOURCES 
8405120 21634 
8405119 21633 


RECEIVED: 
CONTINENTAL GAS S 


HYDROCARBONS SEPY 
HYDROCARBONS SERV 
HYDROCARBONS SERY¥ 


CHARRO 1-AR FRANCIS 
10731783 JA: 
CRANE #1 


cross #1 


103 

a ahs 
102-4 
102-4 103 


8405121 21635 
8495109 18397 
8405136 21632 
8405107 18394 
w_ 8405135 aaeae 
“ 8405108 


3504321577 
3504321337 
3504321503 
3504321385 
3504321505 
3513720630 


183 
-COTTON PETROLEUM CORPORATION 


8405128 24256 
-DAWN ENERGY CO 
8405148 23422 
-DYNE EXPLORATION CO 
8405113 23871 
= 8405114 23872 
=-ECC OIL CO 


3500722428 
3513921671 


3511120399 
3511123814 


102-4 
102-4 
102-4 103 
102-4 
102-4 103 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
03 


103 


1 
RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 
108 


108 
RECEIVED: 


DEAN #1 
MCCLAIN #26-2 
QUINTON DAVIS 
ROUNDS #39-1 


#1 


3-2 


WANDA LEE DAVIS #1 


WILLIS #3-1 
10731783 JA: 
DANA #1 
10731783 JA: 
MASON #1-15 
10731783 JA: 
KILE #1 
ROSSITER #1 
10731783 JA: 


OK 
OK 
OK 


OK 


WILDCAT 
WILDCAT 
WILDCAT 
WILDCAT 


“ 
oeuvre 8e@ e@eeeecoecooecso @ 


NORTH RICE 


COALTON FIELD 
CIALTON 


ue 


ou @ Q eocoooooeoo o Q oe eo vv So 


PAMHBAXDLE EASTERN 
HYDROCARBONS SERY 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 
HYDROCARBONS SERV 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 





JD NO JA DKT 
8405182 24170 


3514723955 


~EL PASO NATURAL GAS COMPANY 


8405190 
8405140 


23627 
24311 


3500906764 
3500920134 


~EUREKA OIL LTD PARTNERSHIP 


8405134 21604 
~GETTY GIL COMPANY 
8405162 23392 
8405177 23994 
8405147 23393 

~GILL JOHN K 

8405199 24138 
8405198 24137 

~GULF OIL CORPORATION 
8405118 24209 


~HADSON PETROLEUM CORP 


8405144 23971 
“HARPER OIL COMPANY 
8405168 24204 
~JET OIL COMPANY 
8405173 24275 


3513722562 
3513921672 
3513900000 
3513921691 


3511122295 
3511122616 


3505121404 
3512920727 
3501121847 
3504722414 


~KAISER-FRANCIS OIL COMPANY 


8405178 24081 
~KEITH F WALKER 
8405196 24091 
-L _R FRENCH JR 
8605101 24250 
8405102 24251 
~LRF CORP 
8405131 24265 
~LUBELL OIL CO 
8405127 24255 
“MAJOR OIL CORP 
8405146 23991 
~MASSO ELIAS 
8405194 22199 


“MILLER EXPLORATION CO 


8405142 23831 
~MOBIL OIL CORP 
8405130 24263 
-MONSANTO COMPANY 
8405167 24197 
~ _.-ONEOK EXPLORATION CO 
8405170 24207 
~PETROL ENERGY INC 
8405137 24047 
-PSEC INC 
8405133 25700 
-RED EAGLE OIL CO 
8405188 22480 
— 8405187 22479 
= 8405189 22481 


3505121414 
3501922490 


3509322619 
3509322628 


3501722470 
3596321802 
3509322565 
3514723973 
3508122021 
3513921682 
3507323710 
3504723264 
3510722072 
3508121997 
3500332085 


3500320852 
3500320917 


~ROYAL OIL & GAS CORPORATION 


8405112 20707 
8405111 20315 


3511922006 
3511921645 


~SAMSON RESOURCES COMPANY 


8405161 22495 


3512120936 


“SAND ROCK PETROLEUM INC 


8405125 242461 


3510700000 


~SANTA FE-ANDOVER OIL CO 


8405185 24153 
8405172 24218 
8405138 24246 
~SCOTT HOWARD 
8405124 22783 
~SEIGEL PETROLEUM CO 
8405122 21734 
8405123 21735 
~SENECA OIL COMPANY 
8405197 20790 
8405195 22274 
~SHAWVER & SON INC 
8405169 24206 
~SHELL OIL CO 
8405150 24319 
~SILBERMAN A 32M 
8405192 25078 
“SIMCOE OIL CO 
8405132 24281 
8405139 24282 
~SOUTHLAND ROYALTY CO 
8405104 24429 
8405105 24430 
~SPECTRA ENERGY CORP 
8405176 23710 
8405175 21237 
“STEVE CROWDER OIL CO 
8405191 24270 
~SUNDANCE ENERGY CORP 
8405110 19712 
-TEXACO INC 

8405106 24434 
8405200 24194 


3501121842 
3507323736 
3501721922 
3510522775 


3511721675 
3511721703 


3501722233 
3501722249 


3510924037 
3513921302 
3511920842 


3507323788 
3507320587 


3515121091 
3515121096 


3507920488 
3507920472 


3503722912 
3505300000 


3502500000 
3508520320 


~THE ANSCHUTZ CORPORATION 


_ 8405153 
8405155 
8405154 
8405156 
8405157 
8405158 
8405159 
8405160 


22455 
22457 
22456 
22458 
22459 
22460 
22461 
22462 


3508520662 
3508520496 
3508520658 
3508520483 
3508520619 
3508520649 
3508520664 
3508520501 


~TRANS-WESTERN EXPLORATION INC 


“= 8405103 24274 


3501521462 


108 
RECEIVED: 
108 
108 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 
108 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
108 
108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
108 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 103 


THOMAS #31-5 NE 31-25N-14E 
10731783 JA: OK 
BINGHAM #1 
PRITCHETT #2 
10731783 JA: OK 
PRUITT #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
HUDIBURG #3 
J E WISE £2 
L C CHRISTIAN 
10731783 JA: 
SIMPSON #1 
SIMPSON #2 
10731783 JA: OK 
E L WOOD #3-29 
10731783 JA: OK 
SPROWLS #1-27 
10731783 Ja: OK 
LAUBACH #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
MILLER HEIRS #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
FREEZE #1-2 
10731783 JA: OX 
WESTHEIMER/NEUSTADT B #1-18 
10731783 JA: OK 
CIMNARRON #1 
JUST #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
KITSON #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
TAYLOR #1-26 
10731783 JA: OK 
WOLF #3 LTD 
10731783 JA: OK 
ATOR #6 
10731783 JA: OK 
NORTH EAGLE #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
ENZ (RNG 53) UNIT - #2 
10731783 JA: OK 
HART #1 
10/31/83 JA: OK 
CLINE #3 
10731783 JA: OK 
FORRESTER #1-A (OTC) 107-61826 
10731783 JA: OK 
KREIG #1-28 
10731783 JA: OK 
BRENT #1 
QUIGLEY #2 
SCHROCK #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
LELA JANE HERSKOWITZ #1 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 102-2 
10731783 JA: OK 
FONTANA #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
MILLS #2 
10731783 JA: OK 
BOSTON #30-3 
SCHWARZ 36-3 
STRAKA @1-1 
10731783 JA: 
SANS #2 
10731783 JA: 
BOYLES #1 
BOYLES #2 
10731783 JA: 
BENNETT #1-30 
GARTEN #2-28 
10731783 JA: 
sc 8M #1 
10731783 JA: 
SWINGER #2-25 
10731783 JA: OK 
SAM #5 JE-NE-JU3-18N-2E 
10731783 JA: OK 
JANET #1 
JEAN MARIE #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
WILSON 84-14 
WILSON #5-14 
10731783 JA: OK 
MACY #1 
MCBEE #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
CHAPMAN @1 
10731783 JA: OK 
KELLY #1-A 
10731783 JA: OK 
EDA MCGARRAUGH #1 
PUGH #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
KIMBELL #16-12 
LOCKE #4-7 
MOBLEY #15-2 
MUNZESHEIMER #11-12 
POWELL @7-2 
SCOTT #13-1 
TALIAFERRO #9-15 
TURNER HEIRS 8-7 
10731783 JA: CK 
COPELAND #1-16 


FIELD NAME 
OGLESBY GAS FIELD 


SOUTH - BROKN D 
BROLUN D 


ERICK 
ERICK SOUTH - 


WEST LOCO NW NE SE 32 
N E GUYMON 
SCUTH GUYMO 
UNALLOCATED (N TEXHOM 


OKMULGEE DISTRICT 
OKMULGEE DISTRICT 


LAVERTY (MARCHAND) 


W CARPENTER 


BROWN-EAST 
EAST TUTTLE 
WEST HEWITT 


CHEYENNE VALLEY 
CHEYCHNE VALLEY 


SOUTHWEST CALUMET 


EAST YEAGER 


GUYMON-HUGOTON/COUNCI 
KINGFISHER CREEK 
ELKHORN NW 


SOUTH BEARDEN 


N E CAPRON 
NE CAPRON 
N 


WILDCAT 
NORTHUEST SCHLEGEL 
KIOWA 


BLAKELY 


S W HOOKER 


SOONER TREND 
SOONER TREND 


N E LOVEDALE 
N E LOVEDALE 


E PANAMA 


CUSHING FIELD 


GRIGGS S$ E 
ENVILLE S W 


PIKE 
N PIKE 
PIKE 
N PIKE 
N PIKE 
PIKE 
E PIKE 
N PIKE 
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PROD 


16. 


29. 
60. 


0. 
as 
+ 
520. 


14. 
14. 


17. 


° o ww owe 2 eo 6S 


o fm Ww ef ©0828 S&S OOo fw WwW eco eOoWOlCWelCOOCCUWWCc eWeClClcPOlc ele 


eo eCcocoeoeoo wYH fF Ww ON So oo 


°o 


PURCHASER 
OKAN GAS CO 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
EL PASO NATURAL“~G 


NORTHIEST CENTRAL 
NORTHNEST CENTRAL 
NORTHLIEST CENTRAL 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


PHILLIFS PETROLEU 


TRANSOK PIPE LINE 
EASON OIL CO 
NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
AMINOIL USA INC 


PIONEER GAS PRODU 
PIONEER GAS PRODU 


MUSTANG FUEL CORP 
CKLAHOMA NATURAL 
PIONEER GAS PRODU 
DIAMOND S GAS SYS 
MANN INDUSTRIES I 
NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
ARCO OIL & GAS CO 
WELLHEAD ENTERPRI 
EL PASO NATURAL G 
RAW ENERGY INC 
RAW ENERGY INC 
RAW ENERGY INC 


SUN GAS TRANSMIS 
PARKS ENERGY INVE 


ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
SWAB CORP 

OKLAHOMA GAS PIPE 
CELHI GAS PIPELI” 
TRANSOK PIPE LINE 
NOWATA ASSOCIATES 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


BRITTON GAS PROCE 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
SUN GAS TRANSMISS 


EASON OIL CO 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


EL GRANDE PIPELIN 
EL GRANDE PIPELIN 


ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 


ARCO OIL & GAS CO 
FARMLAND INDUSTRI 


TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
CIMARRON TRANSMIS 


AMINOIL 
AMINOIL 
AMINOIL 
ANINOIL 
AMINOIL 
AMINOIL 
AMINOIL 
AMINOIL 


USA 
USA 
USA 
USA 
USA 
USA 
USA 
USA 


INC 
INC 
INC 
INC 
INC 
INC 
INC 
INC 
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-TXO PRODUCTION CORP 
8405126 24253 
8405166 24008 3509321652 
8405193 21738 3512120358 

“UTC ENERGY RESOURCES INC 
8405117 24179 3511100000 
8405116 24178 3511100000 

~VANDERBILT RESOURCES CORPORATION 
8405174 24385 3500320201 

~VULCAN ENERGY CORP 
3507323555 


3504321732 


8405163 24089 
8405145 23986 3507323236 
-WARD PETROLEUM CORP 

8405181 24175 3505121442 
8405115 24156 3509322586 
8405143 23880 3505121402 
~WESTSANDS OIL CORP 

8405180 24177 3503724882 
-WESTSTAR INDUSTRIES INC 

8405151 23784 3503724970 
8405152 23785 3503724637 
-WILLIAM H DAVIS 

8405183 24157 3511929875 
-WOODS PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
8405186 22441 3503920609 
{FR Doc. 83-32603 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 ami} 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-C 


RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
1602-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
RECEIVED: 


108 
RECEIVED: 

103 

103 

ECEIVED: 

3 

3 


1 

1 
103 

RECEIVED: 
3 


0 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
RECEIVED: 
03 


RECEIVED: 
192-3 


10731783 
FOSTER *D" 
KARBER “A™ #1 
TRAVIS "B* $1 
10731733 JA: 
ELIZASETH #1 
ELIZABETH #2 
16731733 JA: 
BAKER 1-30 
10731783 JA 
SHIRLEY #1 
SPAETH $1 
10731783 JA: 
JEANETTE A #i 
NEMTMIAN #1-34¢ 
SAMPSON #1 
10731783 JA: 
OMENS #1 
19731733 JA: 
COMBOY #1 
YANKEE #1 
10731783 JA: 
CULIE #1 
10731783 JA: 
COLLINS #19-1 


SE OAK::O0D 
Nid CKEENE 
WILDCAT 


SOUTH DACOMA 
SOGNTR TREND 


MOSQUITO CREEK 


N RUSSELL 
COMET CREEK 


PROD 


0. 
140. 


40. 


11. 


PURCHASER 


DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
ARKANSAS LOUVISIAN 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


MICHIGAN WISCONSI 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
TRANSOK PIPELINE 

PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
ARCO OIL & GAS CO 


KERR-MCGEE CORP 
KERR-MCGEE CORP 


EASON OIL CO 
ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
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Issued: December 2, 1983. 


The following notices of 
determination were received from the 
indicated jurisdictional agencies by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
pursuant to the Natural Gas Policy Act 
of 1978 and 18 CFR 274.104. Negative 
determinations are indicated by a “‘D” 
before the section code. Estimated 
annual production (PROD) is in million 
cubic feet (MMCF). 

The applications for determination are 
available for inspection except to the 
extent such material is confidential 


JD NO JA DKT API NO 


D SEC(1) SEC(2) WELL NAME 


under 18 CFR 275.206, at the 
Commission's Division of Public 
Information, Room 1000, 825 North 
Capitol St., Washington, D.C. Persons 
objecting to any of these determinations 
may, in accordance with 18 CFR 275.203 
and 275.204, file a protest with the 
Commission within fifteen days after 
publication of notice in the Federal 
Register. 

Source data from the Form 121 for this 
and all previous notices is available on 
magnetic tape from the National 
Technical Information Service (NTIS). 
For information, contact Stuart 
Weisman (NTIS) at (703) 487-4808, 5285 
Port Royal Rd, Springfield, Va 22161. 

Categories within each NGPA section 
are indicated by the following codes: 


NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS 
ISSUED DECENBER 2, 1983 


FIELD NAME 


Section 102-1: New OCS lease 

102-2: New well (2.5 Mile rule) 

102-3: New well (1000 Ft rule rule) 

102-4: New onshore reservoir 

102-5: New reservoir on old OCS lease 
Section 107-DP: 15,000 feet or deeper 

107—GB: Geopressured brine 

107-CS: Coal Seams 

107-DV: Devonian Shale 

107-PE: Production enhancement 

107-TF: New tight formation 

107-RT: Recompletion tight formation 
Section 108: Stripper well 

108-SA: Seasonally affected 

108-ER: Enhanced recovery 

108-PB: Pressure buildup 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary 


VCLUME 1012 


PROD 


PURCHASER 


BE DE HE DE BE HE DE BE HE BE DE DE BE BE DE DE DE DE BE ME DE BE DE DE DE DE BE BE DE BE BE DE FE DE HE AE DE BE DE DE DE De BE BE DE De DE Be DE DO EE DD 
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

BE OE AE ME ME DE FE ME FE BE DE DE DE DE ME DE BE Be BE BE DFE DE BE BE BE BE Be Be EE BBE Be ED EF DE DE BE ee 

~EXXON ‘CORPORATION RECEIVED: 10712783 JA: FL 

8405414 0911320208 107-DP JESSE E MOORE #19-8 

84054615 0911320210 107-DP ST REGIS PAPER CO #24-5 

BE DE FE DE HE 9 DE HE DE BE DE DE BE DE BE DE DE DE DE BE DE DE DE DE HE He FE He HE BE BE DE DE 9 DE BE BE DE DE DE DE BE DE BE BE BE BE Be BE DBE BE Be Oe Be EE BE DE 
LOUISIANA OFFICE OF CONSERVATION 

‘BE ME DE DE HE DE DE FE DE DE DE BE DE DE DE BE FE DE DE BE DE BE DE DE DE HE DE BE Be DE ED ED ME DE HE BE DE DEB DE DE I DE BE DEE Ee DE DE De 

~AMERADA HESS CORPORATION RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 

8405485. 83-1384 1705703702 108 C E GHEENS #65 

-AMOCO PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 

8405443 82-2121 1702321623 103 GULF LAND D R7A A WELL 844 

8405420 pd 1705721880 103 MACK ACOSTA #5 VAL SUA 

8405456 82-212 1702321637 103 ST LESAE 42 #173 WH NF CAND SU 

~ARAPAHO PETROLEUM INCORPORATED RECEIVED: 11701783 JA> LA 

8405467 83-069 1701700000 108 LAKE HOLT #1 

8405472 83- 0682 1701700000 108 RCDESSA OIL & LAND A-2 

8405475 83-0684 1701700000 108 RODESSA OIL & LAND A-2 

8405465 83-0685 1701700000 108 RODESSA OIL & LAND B-1 

8405470 83-0687 1701700000 108 WW ADAMS #1 

8405466 83-0688 1701700000 Wu ADAMS #2 

-BASS ENTERPRISES PRODUCTION CO 11701783 JA: 

8405469 83-1383 1702720851 

~BORDEN INC 

1705721782 


FLORIDA GAS TRANS 
BLACKJACK CREEK F 


JAY/LEC 
BLACKJACK CREEK 


BAYOU DES ALLEMANDS TRANSCONTINENTAL 
WEST HACKBERRY 
VALENTINE 

WEST HACKBERRY 


VALLEY GAS TRANSM 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
VALLEY GAS TRANSM 


BRECKENRIDGE GASO 
BRECKENRIDGE GASO 
BRECKENRIDGE GASO 
BRECKENRIDGE GASO 
BRECKENRIDGE GASO 
108 BRECKENRIDGE GASO 
RECEIVED: 

102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 
103 

RECEIVED: 
168 


L 
J O GARLAND #1 CV DAVIS RA SUE UNITED GAS PIPELI 
4 
8405422 82-0747 


11701783 Ja: 
LEAH LEDET #5 

~CORAL PETROLEUM DEVELOPMENT INC 11701783 JA: LA 
8405435 83-1319 1710900000 JOHN M SMYTH CO INC #1 
-CRYSTAL OIL & LAND CO 11701783 JA: LA 
8405490 83-1390 1703121161 BAGLEY A #1 HOSS RA SU 25 
8405486 83-1385 1711920076 108 TAY RB SUA "WELLS" #1 
-DYNAMIC EXPLORATION INC RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 
8405494 82-2347 1711321219 102-4 DUHCN #2 12150 RA SUB 
~EDWIN L COX RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 
8405480 82-1211 1700120764 103 HENSGENS #1 HAYES RB SUA 
8405450 82-0310 1705721762 103 STATE LEASE 328 #2 
~ELSBURY & MCGREW RECEIVED: 
8405495 83-0257 1705500182 102-4 
~ENERGY DEVELOPMENT CORP (TX) 
8405454 82-1363 1710922529 


11701783 JA: LA 
C H JUDICE 7 JUDICE 
-EXXON CORPORATION 
— 8405482 82-1355 1704520731 
1705721703 


POINTE AU FER LOUISIANA STATE G 


ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
TEXAS GAS TRANSMI 


BETHANY - LONGSTRECT 
SHONGALOO 


»>PPPprp 
“~N 2 982 YW SGESDOeSD coo oO 


GROSSE ISLE FIELD DOW CHEMICAL CO 


LOUISIANA GAS SYS 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 


TRANSCONTINENTAL 
RECEIVED: 


102-4 PUBLIC SERVICE EL 
RECEIVED: 
103 


COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 


JA° L 

PETIT ANSE CO B #64 

SL 1480 #26 
11701783 JA: LA 

J B LEVERT a. co #1 
11701783 JA: 

CAMERON PARISH SCHOOL BOARD #29 
11701783 JA: LA 

MANCE LOWE #2 HOSS SUQ 


PALMETTO BAYOU FIELD 
AVERY ISLAND 
™ 8405446 83-0035 LAKE RACCOURCI 
-FLYNN ENERGY CORP RECEIVED: 
8405498 82-1071 1705721631 102-4 
~GENERAL AMERICAN OIL COMPANY OF TEX RECEIVED: 
8405419 82-2125 1702300000 103 
-GETTY GIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 
8405484 83-1382 1702702095 168 


102-4 
NORTH THIBSCDAUX SUGAR BOWL GAS CO 


JOHNSON BAYOU (J-1 SA TRANSCONTINENTAL ~ 


e@eeoeeeceeece 


ATHENS ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 
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JD NO 8 =—JA DKT API NO 
~GOLDKING PRODUCTION COMPANY 


8405481 82-1252 1710121225 


RECEIVED: 


1 
~GRAHAM EXPLORATION LTD DRILLING PAR RECEIVED: 
8 524 10 


8405499 83-1486 1709720 

~GREAT SOUTHERN OIL & GAS CO INC 

8405444 82-2989 1707522969 

8405445 82-2990 1707522969 

~GULF OIL CORPORATION 

8405483 82-2054 1707522895 
1705721869 


1706720532 
1711123418 


8405430 83-0970 
~HADDOX PETROLEUM CORP 
8405507 83-1475 
~HOGAN EXPLORATION INC 
84054934 83-1052 1712721238 
8405429 83-1399 1712721241 
~HOUSTON OIL & MINERALS CORPORATION 
8405417 82-0845 1704720651 
~IMC EXPLORATION COMPANY 

8405432 83-0972 1707321036 
8405431 83-0971 1711102633 
~J-0"B OPERATING CO 

8405473 83-1485 1701700000 
8405457 83-1483 1703200591 
8405474 83-1484 1701702576 
8405427 83-1379 1703100000 
~LGS EXPLORATION INC 

8405464 83-0341 1704720635 
“LOUISIANA LAND & EXPLORATION CO 
8405416 82-2216 1705320747 
“LYONS PETROLEUM INC 

8405418 83-0185 1765320800 
~MARATHON OIL COMPANY 

8405436 83-1368 1711901007 
8405462 83-1480 

8405463 83-1481 

8405439 83-1476 

8405426 83-1369 

8405440 

8405461 

~MAY PETROLEUM INC 

— 8405453 82-0983 1709920908 
~MCCLINTON & 4-M INVESTMENT INC 
8405477 82-0219 1700121027 
-MID LOUISIANA GAS COMPANY 
8405502 83-0966 1711123993 
8405425 83-0967 1707321980 
~NORTH AMERICAN ROYALTIES INC 
8405493 82-2279 709720628 
—“NORTHCOTT EXPLORATION CO INC 
= 8405424 82-0647 1705721437 

-PARAGON RESOURCES INC 
8405500 83-1381 
8405510 83-1380 
~PICKENS CO INC 
8405455 82-2137 
-PLACID OIL COMPANY 
8405511 82-0384 
-PRIMOS PRODUCTION CO 
8405438 83-1387 
8405488 83-1388 
~PRIMOS-PENNZOIL JV 
8405489 83-1389 1711122662 
~ROBERSON WELL SERVICE 

8405433 83-0976 1711123527 
-SAMANTHA PETROLEUM CORP 

8405448 82-0395 1708100000 
8405492 82-0396 1708100000 


1710922184 
1710922185 


1705320711 
1701320516 


1707300000 
1707300594 


8405497 82-0137 1708120415 
~SAMEDAN OIL CORPORATION 
~SAMSON RESOURCES COMPANY 
8405508 83-1482 1701500000 
8405505 82-0417 
~SOURCE PETROLEUM INC 

1700320255 
8405460 83-1400 1700320255 
~STONE PETROLEUM CORP 
-SUN EXPLORATION & PRODUCTION CO 
8405487 83-1386 1707700000 
8405449 82-0494 
8405506 82-0646 1710922031 
8405503 83-0184 1705320783 
-~TERRA RESOURCES INC 
~TEXACO INC 
8405509 83-1393 1710121214 
8405428 82-2271 1710121224 
8405468 83-0199 1704520521 
~TRAILLOUR OIL CO 

1701120540 
-TXO PRODUCTION CORP 
8405451 82-2316 
8405423 82-0651 1711320917 
~UNION TEXAS PETROLEUM 
1706120281 


8405504 83-0749 1702321836 
-SHELL OIL CO 

1704720501 
8495491 83-1396 
8405496 82-2340 1711321221 
-SUPERIOR OIL CO 

1710922046 
-TEE OIL INC 
8405447 82-0390 1705721713 
-TEXAS CRUDE INC 
_~THE STONE OIL CORPORATION 
8405459 83-0016 

1793121865 
-UNION OIL COMPANY OF CA 

“> 8405479 83-1398 


8 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
08 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
108 


108 
RECEIVED: 
108 


108 
108 


108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
03 
a 
RECEIVED: 
108 


108 
RECEIVED: 

102-4 
RECEIVED: 

102-4 


RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
102-4 103 

RECEIVED: 
103 

RECEIVED: 
102-3 

RECEIVED: 
108 
108 

RECEIVED: 

08 

RECEIVED: 

038 

RECEIVED: 
102-2 
102-2 
102-2 

RECEIVED: 

RECEIVED: 

03 

RECEIVED: 
10 

RECEIVED: 
103 
103 

RECEIVED: 
102-4 

RECEIVED: 
108 

RECEIVED: 
103 


103 

A orlaaal 
102- 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 


103 
RECEIVED: 
107-TF 


D SEC(1) SEC(2) WELL NAME 


11701783 JA: LA 
W MCKERALL aaa #1 

11701783 JA: 

MANUEL FARMS Ine #1 KOCH RAVUA 

11701783 JA: LA 
LAFOURCHE BASIN LEVEE DIST #1 
LAFOURCHE BASIN LEVEE DIST #1D 

11701783 JA: LA 
J G TIMOLAT “"B” 153 WB SACRB)SU 
St 1772 #127 

11701783 JA: LA 
GRAVES #1 - SERIAL #143002 

11701783 JA: LA 
MOBIL-IP 83% 

11701783 JA: LA 
MANVILLE E $1 
OLINKRAFT 87 

11701783 JA: LA 
WILBERT MINERALS CORP 

11701783 JA: LA 
SHO VAN #2 
US GOVERNMENT #1 

11701783 JA: LA 


"BY £36 


GRAH-KEATCH INV #1 #56189 CRANE SU7 


HOLMES-HUNT #1 £60539 CRANE SUS 
KEATCHIE INV #1 €55421 CRANE SU7 
KEATCHIE THNS 
11701783 JA: 
FOLSE ET AL #1 CRIS JEFF 2 
11701783 JA: LA 
JAMES RICHARD #1 
11701783 JA: LA 
GENERAL FARMS INC $1 
11701783 JA: LA 
A G OLIPHANT SAM BANKS $3 CySU 
MAGNOLIA CRICHTON HEIRS #1 CvSU 
MAGNOLIA GRANT HADLEY #1 CYSU 
MOC GRANT #1 CVSU 
OHIO A H GRAY A/C 1 #23 CYSU 
OHIO L M GARDNER #1 CYSU 
OHIO PARDEE A/C 1 #1 CY DRN SU 
11701783 JA: LA 
EVELYN LEDET #1 
11701783 JA: LA 
WINSTON FREY €1 
11701783 JA: LA 
MLGC FEE GAS #1229 
MLGC FEE GAS — 
11701783 JA: 
JOSEPH H JEAN (172235) 
11701783 JA: LA 
VALENTINE PLANTATION INC $1 YUA 
11701783 JA: LA 
CONT LD & FUR #1 2400 RA SUA 
CONT LD & FUR #2 2400 RA SUB 
11701783 JA: LA 
A P LEBLANC #1 
11701783 JA: LA 
BABERS #1 vuN 
11701783 JA: LA 
CARTER - MCHENRY #1 
COSMOS CARBGN FEE #3 
11701783 JA: LA 
DOWNEY #2 
11701783 JA: L 
UNION PRODUCING CO 84 
11701783 JA: LA 
GUILLOT 84 
GUILLOT & 
WALTMAN #1 
11701783 > LA 
DR SO CARTER 
LA 


RC SUA 


JA 
wc “WILBERT #241 
11701783 JA: LA 

JACKSON C PARKER 

JACKSON C PARKER 
11701783 JA: LA 

RENE DUHON #1 
11701783 JA: LA 

N SMITH JR #8-4 D W4 RB SUA 
11701783 JA: LA 

LL&E UNIT 13 #5 VUA 

LL&E UNIT ae ~, VUA 
11701783 

UNION TEXAS * PETROLEUM CORP FEE #1 
11701783 JA: LA 

CAFOURCHE REALTY CO 84 
1101/83 JA: LA 

ATCHAFALAYA 84 i? SU 
11701783 JA: 

STATE LEASE #3809 WELL #1-D 
11701783 JA: 

COCKE GoopRIcH” a 
11701783 JA: LA 

RICELAND te co 
11701783 JA: 

SWINDLE HEIRS fi D 
11701783 JA: LA 

LOUISIANA FURS INC #F-16 
11701783 JA: LA 

BELCHER 13 #1 tev RA SUL 


$1 VUA 
#1-D VUA 


#1 VUA 


#1 #064172 CRANE SU18 
LA 


FIELD NAME 


BALDWIN 
BAYOU MALLET 


LAKE HERMITAGE 
LAKE HERMITAGE 


WEST BAY 
TIMBALIER BAY 


MOWROE GAS ROCK 
MONROE 


EAST SIKES 
EAST SIKES 


BAYOU DES GLAISE 
MONROE 
MONROE 


BETHANY-LONGSTREET 
BETHANY-LONGSTREET 
BETHANY-LONGSTREET 


LAUREL RIDGE 
SOUTH JENNINGS 
CHINA 
COTTON 
COTTON 
COTTON 
COTTON 
COTTON 
COTTON 
COTTON 
SECTION 28 

SOUTH BAYOU MALLET 


MONROE GAS FIELD 
MOHROE GAS FIELD 


NORTH CANKTON 


VALLEY 
VALLEY 
VALLEY 
VALLEY 
VALLEY 
VALLEY 
VALLEY 


VALENTINE 


NORTH TURTLE BAYOU 
NORTH TURTLE BAYOU 


WEST TEPETATE 
LUCKY 


MONROE 
MONROE 


MONROE 
MONROE 

GAY ISLAND 
GAY ISLAND 
GAY ISLAND 
KINGS BAYOU 
ROCKY MOUNT 
WHITE CASTLE 


BUNCHY CREEK 
BUNCHY CREEK 


NORTH PARCPERDUE 
FORDOCHE 


FOUR ISLE DOME 
FOUR ISLE DOME 


WOODLALIN 
BAYOU FER BLANC 
BATEMAN LAKE 


WILDCAT 9727 - TFURNPO 


EAST BAYOU PIGEON 
NORTH SINGER 
GRAND CANE 


NORTH FRESH WATER BAY 


TERRYVILLE 


PROD 


730.9 
00 


420 0 
350 90 


84 
730 0 


80 0 
17 4 


35 0 
35 0 


9.0 


300.0 
700.0 


800.0 
950.0 
1958.0 
900.0 
548.9 
846.9 
793.1 
7209.0 
547.0 


PURCHASER 


UNITED GAS PIPELI 
FLORIDA GAS TRANS 


UNITED GAS PIPE L 
UNITED GAS PIPELI 


TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 


MID LOUISIANA GAS 
MID LOUISIANA GAS 


UNITED GAS PIPE L 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 


GAS GATHERING COR 


UNITED GAS PIPE L 
IMC PIPEL-NE CO I 


TEXAS EASTERN 
TEXAS EASTERN 
TEXAS EASTERN 
TEXAS EASTERN 


TEXAS EASTERN GAS 


TRA 
TRA 
TRA 
TRA 


LOUVISIAN- 


UNITED 
UNITED 
UNITED 
UNITED 
UNITED 
UNITED 
UNITED 


GAS SYS 
PIPE 
PIPE 
PIPE 
PIPE 
PIPE 
PIPE 
PIPE 


TRANSCONTINENTAL 


MID LOUISIANA GAS 
MID LOUISIANA GAS 


LOUISIANA INTRAST 
UNITED GAS PIPELI 


UNITED GAS PIPE L 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 


LOUISIANA GAS SYS 
TEXAS EASTERN TRA 


SOUTHERN NATURAL 
SOUTHERN NATURAL 


UNITED GAS PIPE Lt 
PETRO LEWIS CORP 

UNITED GAS PIPE L 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 
LOUISIANA RESOURC 
ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
FLORIDA GAS TRANS 


TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
TEXAS EASTERN TRA 


TRANSCONTINENTAL 


UNITED GAS PIPELI 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 


SUGAR BOLL GAS CO 
CITY OF MORGAN CI 


TEXAS GAS TRANSMI 
DOW INTRASTATE GA 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
TRUNKLINE GAS CO 
SUGAR BOWL GAS CO 
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JD NO JA DKT API NO D SECC1) SEC(2) WELL NAME FIELD NAME PURCHASER 
84605437 82-0709 1706120289 102-4 107-TF CANTERBURY 26 #1 LCV RA SUMM TERRYVILLE -0 SUGAR BOLL GAS CO 
8405478 83-1397 1706120249 107-TF SINGLETON 18 @1 TERRYVILLE -0 SUGAR BOL GAS Co 
8405441 83-1395 1706120276 107-1TF WD WALLACE 17 #1 LCV RA SUD TERRYVILLE -@ SUGAR BC!'L GAS CO 
8405442 82-3440 1706120307 102-4 107-TF WINKLER 29 @1 TEPRYVILLE -0 SUGAR BOLL GAS CO 
~UNITED PETROLEUM CORP RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 
8405452 83-0204 1700121177 102-4 S W ROBINSON #1 MAXIE 
~VERNON E FAULCONER 3 RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 
84054658 83-1474 1703900509 PARDEE CO #8 a SsuD REDDELL -0 LOUISIANA GAS SYS 
“VIKING RESOURCES (LA) > 11701783 JA 
8405501 83-0969 1711123949 108 DEAN #2 MONROE -0 PRIMCS PRODUCTION 
“WESTLAND OIL a core RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 
8405471 83-0 ee 102-4 RATHBORNE LAND & LUMBER CO &5 WEST BARATARIA 
~WHELESS INDUSTRIES I RECEIVED: 11701783 JA: LA 
8405476 82-3436 © 1711920355 102-4 WHELESS- PELTO PONDER-CHAPMAN €1-D EAST DYKESVILLE -0 UNITED GAS PIPE L 
‘EEE REDE JE RE DE DE JE RE RE DE 30 36 9 2 EE BE 3 96 96 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 3 9 9 3 9 DD 3 9 9 2 DE DE EE De DE DE DE CE 
LAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
‘BEBE BE HE BE DE BE BE RE DEBE BEDE DE DE DE DE DC 3 DE IE HC 9 BE DE 3 HE 9 He 36 DE 9 DE DE BE DERE BE DE 9 DE DE DE BE J DE DO DE DEB BE BE HE 2 EE OE 9D BE DO BE DB BO EO 
~A-H CATTLE CO INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
84054600 24107 3512321105 103 BREWER #2 -0 CONTINENTAL GAS S 
DcO RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
25501 3512920796 107-DP COFFEY 1-17 SWEETWATER 
~AMOCO PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405361 23441 aoe 108 PIERCE UNIT ‘A* CEDARDALE WN E -3 MICHIGAN WISCONSI 
~ANADARKG ee COMP AN RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
84605388 24636 3515920625 108 VOTH B-1 HUGOTON -@ PANHANDLE EASTERN 
~ANCHORAGE OIL *, GAS INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405344 246104 3509322676 103 STRECKER 1-16 STRECKER 1-136 -0 PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
~ARCO OIL AND GAS COMPANY RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405385 24010 3507720271 103 HARMON MCFERRAN UNIT #2 RED OAK NCRRIS -5 ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
8405325 24057 3504320811 108 VANDERWORK UNIT #3 PUTNAM -3 MICHIGAN WISCONSI 
~BEASLEY OIL CO RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
84054613 246176 3507323763 103 BUFORD SMITH #1 NORTHWEST CMEGA -0 WARREN PETROLEUM 
-BOGERT OIL CO RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405319 24183 3500521031 103 CRAIN 1-9 SOGHER TREND -@ UNION TEXAS PETRO 
~BROWN & BORELLI INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405333 23959 3507323789 103 FRANCIS 82 SOONER TREND -0 EXXON CO USA 
~C € HARMON OIL INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405341 24234 3504723083 103 MEIER #1-13 -0 ARCO OIL & GAS CO 
“CLARK RESOURCES INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: oK 
8405328 22203 3507323696 102-4 KERR 18-1 CMIS SISSIPPI SOLID? SOONER TREND .0 WARREN PETROLEUM 
-CONOCO INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405347 25820 3500920562 107-DP GREEN ESTATES wes" G2 S W MAYFIELD -0 CKLAHCOMA NATURAL 
8405383 23926 3507300000 108 HOBBS "30" £1 DOVER-HENNESSEY 0.0 CITIES SERVICE OL 
““-COTTON PETROLEUM CORPORATION RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405392 21433 3512120926 102-4 103 BATTLES #1 SOUTH BREWER ARKAMSAS LOUISIAN 
8405399 24108 3505121440 103 SPEARS #1 NORGE SW PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
3507323607 103 BRIDAL "A" #1-12 TRENTON GAS CO 
N RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405342 21457 3505520155 108 THOMPSON #1 N W MANGUM 
—~ DAVIS OIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
= 8405327 22304 3512920917 102-2 BEALS #1 SHORELINE 
-DIAMOND SHAMROCK CORPORATION RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405356 22652 3504700000 108 BENTZ #1 ENID NORTHWEST 
8405357 22653 3504700000 108 ROADS-MORRIS #1 ENID NORTHWEST 
84605355 22651 3504700000 108 THOMPSON-WINCHESTER @1 ENID NORTHHEST 
~EAGLE PETROLEUM CORP RECEIVED: - 10731783 JA: OK 
8405329 19688 3507323508 103 JOHNSON A-1-25 
~EARLSBORO OIL AND GAS CO INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405384 23980 3500722493 103 ROACH #1-30 IVANHOE 
-EcCC OIL CO RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405316 24171 3514723954 108 THOMAS #31-4 ‘Se S31-T25N-RIGE OGLESBY GAS -@ OKAN GAS CO 
~Et PASO NATURAL GAS COMPANY RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405358 23233 3500935559 1098-PB PUCKETT C #1 ERICK SOUTH -0 EL PASO NATURAL G 
~ENERGY EXCHANGE CORP RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
8405346 24101 3503723794 103 HELT #1 SOONER TREND -0 PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
~ESSEX EXPLORATION INE RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
8405345 24102 3515321389 103 YOUNG #1 NORTHEAST WOODWARD 
-EXXON CORPORATION RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
8405394 24243 ae 103 CAMRICK UNIT CAMRICK -0 PHILLIPS PETROLE: 
~FALCON PETROLEUM COMPAN RECEIVED: 10731785 JA: OK 
8405381 23819 5500721678 108 PATTERSON #1 NW DOMBEY -9 PANHANDLE EASTERN 
~FURURE OIL & GAS CORP RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
84054605 24067 3504921920 103 ABBEE #1 -9 ENSERCH EXPLORAT! 
~GENZER J W RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
8405336 24211 3514321715 103 GOFF 6 SNAKE CREEK -6 PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
8405337 24212 3511124231 103 PERRY #1 WILDCAT -5 PHILLIPS PETROLE! 
~GEORGE E FEARS RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
8405351 24064 3508300000 103 TURNER #2 -0 EASON OIL CO 
8405352 24063 3508321133 103 TURNER #3 -0 EASON OIL CO 
~GETTY OIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 10731783 JA K 
8405359 23265 3513700000 108 ED KILLINGSORTH #3 SHO-VEL-TUM -0 OKLAHOMA NATU 
~GREEN OPERATING CO RECEIVED: 10731783 OK 
8405320 24216 3509320268 108 ALLEY 14- y SOONER TREND -0 CITIES SERVICE CO 
-GULF OIL CORPORATION RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK . 
8405335 23977 3503724624 103 CLARA MAY GREEKIOOD #3-28 MANNFORD (RED FORK) 
-HARPER OIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: OK 
8405334 23974 3504723305 103 HOGE #3 N DRUMMOND -@ ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
~HARRY H DIAMOND INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
8405370 24099 3506320994 103 BOB #1 LAMAR -6@ TRANSOK PIPE '~ 
8405402 24098 3506321423 103 ROSA #1 LAMAR -0 TRANSOK PIPE Llne 
“HAWKINS OIL & GAS INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JA? 
8405398 24136 3504723293 103 ZION #1-16 S E ZION -@ UNICN TEXAS PETRO 
~HELMERICH & — INC RECEIVED: 10731783 JAr 
84605379 2212 3514920118 162-2 ROBERTS me CORN CCLONY -0 MICHIGAN WISCONSI 
“J & D ExPLORAT ION Inc RECEIVED: 10731783 0 
8405404 2406 3504900000 103 BONANZA a 
-J ™ HUBER CORPORATION RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
84605331 23955 3500722263 103 BRYAN #1-14 LIGHT -0 PANHANDLE EASTERN 
8405372 24163 3508720847 103 PETERS #2A NORTH DIBBLE -3 SUN EXPLORATION & 
~KAISER-FRANCIS GIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 10431783 JA: 
8405369 24053 3501922700 103 PITTS €1-3 N TUSSEY -0 AMINOIL USA INC 
=~ KERR-MCGEE CORPORATION RECEIVED: 10731783 JA: 
= 8405408 21777 3503120930 102-2 MILLER #1 FLETCHER -0 TRANSHESTERN PIPE 


EL PASO NATURAL C 
TRANSNESTERN PIPE 
CHAMPLIN PETROLEU 


CHAMPLIN PETROLEU 
CHAMPLIN PETROLEU 


eco a2 NCO Oo 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


w 
an 





JD NO JA DKT 


-L _R FRENCH JR 
8405396 24249 
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3509322620 


, “LADD PETROLEUM CORPORATION 


8405339 24222 
8405338 24221 


3514700000 
3514700000 


~LATIGO OIL & GAS INC 


8405350 24257 
8405349 24258 


~LEEDC OIL & GAS INC 


8405393 21088 
8405390 25850 
~LUBELL OIL CO 
8405315 24164 
-MAY PETROLEUM INC 
8405403 24096 
~MOBIL OIt CORP 
8405366 24161 
8405365 24162 
-MONSANTO COMPANY 
8405354 24078 
~OFS-TULSA CORP 
8405363 23905 
8405364 23908 
8405360 23903 
8405362 23904 


-OIL CAPITAL LAND & EXPLORATION CO 


8405375 24193 
-OKMAR OIL COMPANY 
8405348 24261 
-OSBORN HEIRS CO 
8405395 24247 


3515300000 
3515320560 


3500920354 
3505121416 


3506321801 
3501722419 


3501900000 
3501900000 


3501520713 
3504700000 
3507323599 
3507323764 
3507323647 
3510721361 
3503721398 


3501121775 


-PETRO-LEWIS CORPORATION 


8405330 23933 
~PETROLEUM INC 
8405368 22009 


3504700000 
3513921178 


~PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY 


8405318 
8405378 
-PSEC INC 
8405324 
8405323 


24182 
24351 


25323 


3507322928 
3500700000 


3508122081 
3508122034 


5322 
-RALPH E PLOTNER OIL & GAS INVEST 


8405397 24142 


3501722504 


RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 

103 
RECEIVED: 
108 

108 
RECEIVED: 
102-3 103 
107-DP 
RECEIVED: 
03 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
1038 


108 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
103 


103 
RECEIVED: 
03 
RECEIVED: 
08 
RECEIVED: 

103 
RECEIVED: 

103 
RECEIVED: 


102-4 
RECEIVED: 
108 


108 
RECEIVED: 
107-TF 


107-TF 
IN RECEIVED: 
103 


10731783 
FERGUSON 
FERGUSON #35-1 
10731783 JA: OK 
GIBBINS #1-4 
RUST #1 
10/31/83 
STOUT #1-26 
10731783 JA: OK 
MAY-DRIES #1 
10731783 JA: OK 


GRAHAM DEESE UNIT 33-1 (DUNCAN $1) 
GRAHAM DEESE UNIT 845-2 (HILL #2) 


10731783 JA: OK 
KAM! #1 

10731783 JA: OK 
BARBARI 81-8 
BEATRICE 81-11 


ETHEL THOMSEN-ROSEMARY 82-346 


TRINITY SCHOOL €1-32 
10731783 JA: OK 
CORA _—- rt 
10731783 oK 
STARR 837 
10731783 JA: OK 
EBERHARDT $1 
10731783 JA: OK 
HAROLD 832-2 
10731783 JA: OK 
OKLAHOMA STATE "J" 83 
10731783 JA: OK 
ERNEST A #1 
STEVENS CH #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
CLINKINGBEARD 81-2 
STEIN #2-3 
10731783 JA: OK 
PLOTNER-JCAN 81-30 


FIELD NAME PROD 


CHEYENNE VALLEY 115.6 


WAYSIDE NE 
WAYSIDE NE 


NORTHLIEST WOCDUARD 
NORTHEAST KLINE 


SOUTH ELK CITY 


EAST YEAGER 


SHO VEL TUM 
SHO VEL TUM 


S W CANYON CITY 
SOONER TREND 
SCONER TREND 
SOONER TREND 
SCONER TREND 
IRON POST 
CUSHING 

NW OMEGA 
WAUKONIS 

SOUTH GUYMON 


SOUTHEAST ALTONA 
LAVERNE MORRCK 


PURCHASER 


PIONEER GAS PRODU 


NOKIHBEST CENTRAL 
NORTHAEST CENTRAL 


NORTHERN WATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 
OKLAHCNA NATURAL 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 


TRANSOK PIPELINE 
CITIES SERVICE CO 
OFS-TULSA CORP 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
KERR-MCGEE CORP 
ARCO OIL & GAS CO 
MUSTANG FUEL CORP 
PARTNERSHIP PROPE 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 


ONG WESTERN INC 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
Ei PASO NATURAL G 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


“"-RED EAGLE OIL CO 
8405340 24233 3501121789 
-RICK BUCK OIL & GAS CORP 
8405401 24106 3501722362 
“RICKS EXPLORATION CO 
8405367 21408 3515321397 
~SAMSON RESOURCES COMPANY 
— 8405343 2704 3500720219 
=-SANTA FE-ANDOVER OIt CO 


10731783 JA? OK 
LEONARD #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
JONES #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
BOLERJACK #20-B 
10731783 JA: OK 
LEWIS UNIT #2 
10731783 JA: OK 
BOSTON #30-4 
GRABOW €19-4 
HEFFEL 32-3 
ornis #20-2 
WYNER #29-2 
10/31/83 JA? OK 
WASHECHECK 1-33 
10731783 JA: OK 
SCHOOLLAND #4 
10731783 JA? OK 
CORNELSON #1-33 
10731783 JA: OK 
ROGERS #1 
10731783 JA: OK 
KOERNER "A" LEASE WELL €2 
10731783 JA: OK 
COSTLEY #1-20 UTHEAST 
ROLLINGS #1-18 UTH BREMNER 
10731783 JA: OK 
STATE OF OKLAKOTA $2 BILLINGS EAST 
10731783 JA? OK 
BARGER @11-1 
10731783 JA: OK 
TRANSCO-MORGAN #1-35 
10731283 JA: OK 
BUTLER "C™ N PUTSAN 
PRICE "A" #1 Wi CakiweeD 
10731783 JA? OK 
WILKENS #2 
10731783 JA? 
ROBISON #1-33 
10731783 JA? 
ROGERS #1 S00KER TREND 
10/31/83 JA: 
BERRYMAN #A-3 ACKSADDLE 


RECEIVED: 
103 

RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
108-ER 
RECEIVED: 
103 


NW OKEENE 
SOOWER TREND 
WEST FREEDOM 


PIONEER GAS PRODU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
CHESTER SAND 


MICHIGAN WISCONSI 


1A GAS PIPE 

KL tA GAS PIPE 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
WARREN PETROLEUM 
CKLAHCII4 GAS PIPE 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
NORTHUEST CENTRAL 


~ 


mn 
~ FOUUC 
- NOLNG 


PIONEER GAS PRODU 
ARKANSAS LOUISIAN 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


wu 


CLEO WEST 
ALDERSON 


~ 


NORTH BEGGS 


TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
7 ARCO CIL & GAS CO 


~ 
o 
eo uw eo VN 8S 8 89000 


N 
w 


PIONEER GAS PRODU 


N 
— 


oo oo o of ow vw» 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
DELHE GAS PIPELIN 


eolw le 


103 
RECEIVED: 


~ 
~ 
Q 


103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
3 


10 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


8405407 246076 3507323758 103 
-SERVICE DRILLING CO iss 
RECEIVED: 
3509321927 108 
~SPECTRA ‘ro CORP 
-TENNECO OIL COMPANY 
3504321710 103 
8405387 24092 3510300000 
RECEIVED: 
8405406 24068 
3504321718 
-VAUGHN GOOD OIL CO 
= AN ENERGY RP 
secs en PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


8405353 24077 3501121837 
8405374 24186 3501121811 103 
8405376 24339 3501121639 103 
8405377 24340 3501121860 103 
~SENECA OIL CO RECEIVED: 
8405391 22273 3501722238 102-4 
~ RECEIVED: 
8405386 24090 3511700000 
~SOUTHLAND ROYALTY CO 
84054612 24173 
RECEIVED: 
8405326 21366 3512120951 02-4 
-SPRING TIDE PETROLEUM INC RECEIVED: 
8405380 22133 3511123538 03 
RECEIVED: 
8405322 24239 
8405321 24238 3512121042 103 
~TEXAS AMERICAN OIL CORP ee 
-TONER PETROLEUM CO RECEIVED: 
8405382 23894 3501521518 102-4 
~TRANSCO OIL CO 
3511124201 103 
-TXO PRODUCTION CORP RECEIVED: 
84605317 24181 3504321722 103 
8405373 24180 
8405332 23958 , 3505300000 
-VIERSEN & COCHRAN 
8405410 24228 3504321686 
8405371 24151 3507322622 
-WHEATLAND OIL CO 
8405409 22021 


3504521111 EAST F PANHANDLE EASTERN 
[FR Doc. 83-32604 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-C 
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Issued: December 2, 1983. 


The following notices of 
determination were received from the 
indicated jurisdictional agencies by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
pursuant to the Natural Gas Policy Act 
of 1978 and 18 CFR 274.104. Negative 
determinations are indicated by a “D” 
before the section code. Estimated 
annual production (PROD) is in million 
cubic feet (MMCF). 

The applications for determination are 
available for inspection except to the 
extent such material is confidential 


JD NO JA DKT 


under 18 CFR 275.206, at the 
Commission's Division of Public 
Information, Room 1000, 825 North 
Capitol St., Washington, D.C. Persons 
objecting to any of these determinations 
may, in accordance with 18 CFR 275.203 
and 275.204, file a protest with the 
Commission within fifteen days after 
publication of notice in the Federal 
Register. 

Source data from the Form 121 for this 
and all previous notices is available on 
magnetic tape from the National 
Technical Information Service (NTIS). 
For information, contact Stuart 
Weisman (NTIS) at (703) 487-4808, 5285 
Port Royal Rd., Springfield, Va. 22161. 


Categories within each NGPA section 
are indicated by the following codes: 


NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS 


FIELD NAME 


94 HE FE TE BE BE ME DE BE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE BE DE BE BE BE IE BE ME ME BE ME DED DE DE 3 DE BE EE OE BE DE DE DE DE BE BE DE OE DE OE BE OE BO BE BE BE DE OE OE EO OE Ee Ee 


KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF MINES & MINERALS 


EH 9 DE HE WE HE DE BE 9K DE ME BE BE HE FE DE DE DE BE BE WE BE DE BE DE Oe BE DE DE DE OE EE EE DE BE De BE BE DE 9 EE DE OE OE OF OE OE DE BO DD 0 EE OE OE De OE OE 


~COLUMBIA GAS TRANSMISSION CORP 
8405594 505966 1615900000 
8405596 505968 1619500000 
8405604 505976 1619500060 
8405592 505964 1619500000 
8405590 505962 1615900000 
8405610 505982 1615900000 
8405591 505963 1615900000 
8405609 505981 1619500000 
8405589 1607100000 
8405585 1607100000 
8405583 1615900000 
8405601 1619500000 
8405587 1615900000 
8405607 1619500000 
8405595 1619500000 
8405597 1619500000 
8405606 1619500000 
8405612 1619500000 
8405600 1615900000 
8405593 1611900009 
8405611 1615900000 
8405602 1619500000 
8405603 1615900000 
8405605 1615909000 
8405586 1615900000 
84055388 1615900000 
8405598 1615900000 
8405608 1615900000 
8405599 1615900000 
8405582 1615900000 
8405584 505956 1615900000 
-COMPASS PETROLEUM INDUSTRIES INC 
8405634 506739 1608500000 107-DV 
8405632 506518 1608500000 108 
8405631 506517 1608500000 108 
8405635 506852 1608500090 107-DV 
8405633 506546 1608500000 107-DV 

wx 2905629 506512 1608500000 108 
8405630 506513 1608500000 108 
8405638 506880 1608500000 107-DV 
8405637 506854 1608500000 107-DV 
8405636 506853 1608500000 07-DV 
“ELIZABETH AKERS ELLIOTT MEMORIAL 
8405616 506547 1619550122 
~OLIVER M ROBERTS 


107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-C 


RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED: 


1 
RECEIVED: 

107-DV 
RECEIVED: 


11703783 JA: KY 
A L MOORE #7 865672 
AMANDA CHARLES #2 806225 
B F WILLIAMSON ETAL 808631 
DAVID ADAMS ETAL 865464 
FEDERAL GAS OIL & COAL CO 805342 
FEDERAL GAS OIL & COAL CO 8038946 
FEDERAL GAS OIL & COAL 27 805442 
G C BEVINS 808913 
G W AKERS 84 805297 K 
GRANT WEDDINGTON 804596 
J C FLETCHER 8064386 
J™ & C DAVIS HETRS 808344 
J R STEPP 804629 
KENTLAND C&C #117 808791 
KENTLAND C&c #21 896140 
KENTLAND C&C #24 806295 
KENTLAND C&C #94 808695 
KENTLAND C&C CO 809000 
KIZZIE TRIPIETT ETAL 898290 
L DAY #2 805602 
MABEL S AGASSIZ ETAL 809575 
MAJ COLL & HURR MIN 5 808403 
MT STERLING LD #1 808623 
MT STERLING LD #5 808670 
ROSCOE KIRK ETAL 804576 
TAULBEE MAYNARD 805092 
TCO FEE TR #21 806519 
TCO FEE TR #21 808811 
TCO FEE 806707 
WARD & BURGER 803939 
#1 BLANKENSHIP 804543 
117037383 JA: KY 
DINNIDDIE HEIRS #5 PERMIT #37910 
ETTA BLAND #1 
ETTA BLAND #2 
HARLEY DAVIS @1 
ARLEY DAVIS #3 
HOLIARD BLAND 8&1 
HOWARD BLAND #2 
RAY SENNINGER 43 


ROBIN DIN'SIDDIE #2 Sir 
SHRE!N 


SENNINGER #2 
11703733 JA: KY 

PIKEVILLE PUBLIC HOSPITAL CORP 
11703783 JA: KY 


KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
HIUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY: AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 
KENTUCKY AREA 


3IG SANDY 


Section 102-1: New OCS lease 
102-2: New well (2.5 Mile rule) 
102-3: New well (1000 Ft. rule) 
102-4: New onshore reservoir 
102-5: New reservior on eld OCS lease 
Section 107-DP: 15,000 feet or deeper 
107-—GB: Geopressured brine 
107-CS: Coal Seams 
107-DV: Devonian Shale 
107-PE: Production enhancement 
107-TF: New tight formation 
107-RT: Recompletion tight formation 


Section 108: Stripper well 
108-SA: Seasonally affected 
108-ER: Enhanced recovery 
108-PB: Pressure buildup 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


VOLUME 1013 


PROD 


PURCHASER 


COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 


TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
S TRAN 
TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRA 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBTA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
CCLUMNBIA TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 
TRAN 


AREA 


Nn 


VU AASAPMSHROSAARU WANVSOVBVOOHUYAHLK ONAL SHDOWONOwWYOY 


rr] 


~ 


~ 


“oN 


coL A 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 


~ 


fehelelelel- Jeleleleslel Ielsisisisisisisiel 1 Telslsisisisisis) 
- nN 


EQUITABLE LIFE 
EQUITABLE LIFE 
EQUITABLE LIFE 
EQUITABLE LIFE 
EQUITABLE LIFE 
ECUITABLE LIFE 
EQUITABLE LIFE 

LIF 

tI 

t 


~~ 


EQUITABLE 
EQUITABLE 
EQUITABLE 


E 
FE 
IFE 


SOS FAPS*NNOFNNU COSCO GDOVPSSOSOCSOOSRBSTSOESSSOSSSOSEONOONG 
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JD NO JA DKT 


8405615 506857 1607100000 
8405613 506720 1619500000 
-W E ELLIOTT TRUSTEE ACCT 512 
8405617 506548 1619549692 
-W E ELLIOTT TRUSTEE ACCT 513 
8405618 506549 1619541093 
-W E ELLIOTT TRUSTEE ACCT 514 
8465614 506546 1619544139 
-W E ELLIOTT TRUSTEE ACCT 517 
8405619 506499 1619500000 
-W W LINDSEY 
8405628 506501 1619500000 
~W W LINDSEY 6 WE ELLIOTT 
8405623 506504 1613300000 
8405621 506502 1619500000 
8405622 506503 1619300000 
8405620 506500 1619500000 
8405624 506505 1619500000 
8405627 506508 1619500000 
8405626 506507 1619500000 
8405625 506506 1619500000 


107-DV 
RECEIVED: 

107-DV 
RECEIVED: 

107-DV 
RECEIVED: 

107-DV 
RECEIVED: 

108 
RECEIVED: 

108 
RECEIVED: 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 


ESTILL SALISBURY #1 

LEO STURGILL 
11703783 JA: KY 

BILL BURCHETT ACCT 512 
11703783 JA: KY 

BURCHETT--WILLIAMSON ACCT 513 
11703783 JA: KY 

ELLIOTT-ROWE ACCT 514 
11703783 JA: KY 

WoC HAMBLEY ET AL ACCT 517 #1 
11703783 JA: KY 

G F JOHNSON #1 
11703783 JA: KY 

CLIFFORD CAMPBELL #2 

JOHN J STUART @1 (STUART & ROIIED 

KENTUCKY RIVER COAL CORP @3 

t D MULLEN #1 (OUL BRANCH) 

MELVIN HALL #2 


VIRGINIA IRON & COKE CO #1 (VIC #1) 


VIRGINIA IRON & COKE CO 82 (VIC 


VIRGINIA IRON & COKE CO #3 (VIC #3) 


(06 De AE HE 90 96 DEE DE DE DE DE 2 9 DE DE DERE DE DEBE DE MC 6 HF HE DE OF DF FE BE I DOE RE DE NEE EE BB BE BB ee A Be ED a ee 


MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ODE 00 0 REE E00 3 BE REE 60 9 0 RE EE EE EO RE EE RI oO a 


“WOLVERINE GAS & OIL COMPANY INC 
8405531 210550c000 
8405530 2114700000 


RECEIVED: 
102-46 


’ 102-4 


11701783 JA: MI 
STEINMILLER 1-29 
TESCHLER 1-7 


IE DE 0 SE DOSE DE A 9 DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE 0 DE DE DE BE 3 Be DE DE IE HE IE I I BE DE BE De EE ED EE DE DE HH Ee DE DERE EE DE OO DO Be 


MISSISSIPPI OIL & GAS BOARD 


(90 DE OF 90 DE HE 90 DE SE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE BEDE DE DED DE Oe ME SE DE Ee Oe EE EB OEE tO EE BE Bk De 


~ANDERMAN/SMITH OPERATING CO 

8405541 60-83-564 2309520404 
~LOUISIANA LAND & EXPLORATION CO 
8405542 61-83-5534 23077200671 
8405543 47-83-544 2311520017 
8405539 51-83-56 2309520392 
-SHELL OIL CO 

8405540 48-83-386 2312120085 


RECEIVED: 
103 

RECEIVED: 
182-2 
102-2 
162-3 

RECEIVED: 
107-DP 


11703783 JA: MS 
TUBB 20-11 #1 
11703783 JA: MS 
A E LAMBERT #1 
DR L D ABERNETHY 26-13 WELL #1 
i T SENTER 30-15 #1 
11703783 JA: MS 
EDGE ET AL UNIT 81 


E94 HE TENE DEE 9 DE TE DDE DE OE DE DE BE DE DE DE DE BE BE BEE HE BE DE WE DE HE DD Ee OE DE BE HE Ee Ae 


NORTH DAKOTA INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION 
(WE DE OF DE FE DE DE DE DE DE BE HE Be BE BE DE BE DE BE DE DE BE DE DE BE BE DE Ae BE BE a BEF De Be EE EDO ee eee 


“~BELCO DEVELOPMENT CORP 
— 8405538 863 3305309762 
-MESA PETROLEUM CO 
8405533 858 3302500344 
~SAMEDAN OIL CORPORATION 
8405537 862 3310501065 
-SOUTHPORT EXPLORATION INC 
8405534 859 3305301664 
“SUPERIOR OIL CO 
— 84605535 860 3305301690 
=-TEXACO INC 
8405536 861 3305301684 
-UNIVERSAL RESOURCES CORPORATION 
8405532 857 3305300000 


RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
1¢2-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 


11703783 JA: ND 
SHEEP CREEK STORM 2-1 

11703783 JA: ND 
FENTON 27-1 

11703783 JA: MD 
MONSON TRUST #1-29 

11703783 JA: ND 
FEDERAL CABOOSE #1-22 

11703783 JA: ND 
HOEHN #13-2 

11703783 JA: ND 
BLUE BUTTES MADISON UNIT #6232 

11703783 JA: ND 
SULLIVAN 3-29 


1B DE He ED DE FE DE BE EE DE BE SE BE SW ED DE DE DO We EB Ee De Be 


OHIO DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
(PEPE HE HERE DE DE ME BE SE ME HE DEE BF HE HEP BE DE DE HE D6 De WE Be HE DDE EH Oa ee BE DE WE ee Be OD 


-AMERICAN EXPLORATION CO 

8405546 3403123135 
~APPALACHIAN EXPLORATION INC 
8405547 3415321463 
=BRADEN DEVELOPMENT COMPANY 
8405548 3416725467 
~CAVENDISH PETROLEUM OF OHIO INC 
8405549 3405921725 
~GASEARCH INC 

8405551 

8405550 

8405552 

-GREENLAND PETROLEUM CO 
8405544 

-J D DRILLING CO 
8405553 

8405555 

8405554 

-J 0 B INC 

8405556 

-t & B OIL CO INC 
8405557 

“NORRIS AGNES AGENT 
8405545 

-ORION ENERGY CORP 
8405561 

8405560 


3410323427 
3410323426 
3410323460 


3412123051 


3410522508 
3410522706 
3410522703 


3416724935 
3411126096 
3411121244 


3416923566 

3416923480 
8405558 3413323076 
8405559 3415723802 
-PROFESSIONAL PETROLEUM ING 
8405562 3416727439 
“RSC ENERGY CORP 
8405563 34119263280 
8405564 3411926433 
~SANTA FE DRILLING CO INC 
8405567 3416725551 
8405568 3416725552 
8405569 3416726760 
8405570 3416726776 
8405572 3416727090 
8405571 3416726411 
8405565 3416725518 
8405566 3416725522 
~SOUTHERN TRIANGLE OIL CO INC 

— 8405574 3412721252 

= 8405573 3405921261 


RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
107-TF 
RECEIVED: 
107-DV 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 


11702783 JA: OH 
MARJORIE MCCOMBS #1 

11702783 JA: OW 
KEITH UNIT #1 

11702783 JA= On 
ENOCH #1 

11702783 JA: OH 
OHIO POWER 1H 

11702783 JA: OW 


103 107-TF HOLLOPETER UNIT #1 
103 107-TF HOLLOPETER UNIT #2 
103 107-TF LESTER SELZER 81-A 


RECEIVED: 
107-DV 
RECEIVED: 
107-DYV 
107-Dv 
107-DvV 
RECEIVED: 
107-DV 
RECEIVED: 
107-DV 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
107-TF 
107-TF 
107-TF 
107-TF 
RECEIVED: 
107-DV 
RECEIVED: 


11702783 JA: OH 
SMITH #1 
11702783 JA: OH , 
CHARLES W & BEULAH CORNELL #1 
CHARLES W & BEULAH CORNELL 41 
CLAIR C BOSO #1 
11702783 JA: OH 
RALFH LONG #2 PL-171 
11702783 JA: OH 
BINEGAR #1 
117€2783 JA: OH 
BLOCK HEIRS #1 PERMIT #1244 
11702783 JA: OH 
ANDERSON #1 
BILLMAN 82 
HADINGER #1 
TURKOVICH #2 
11702783 JA: OH 
USA/MILDREN 85 
11702783 JA: OH 


103 107-TF CONSOLIDATION COAL - CR #55 
103 107-TF CONSOLIDATION COAL - CR #56 


RECEIVED: 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
107-DV 
10?-Dv 
107-DvV 
107-DV 
107-DvV 

RECEIVED: 
108 
108 


11702783 JA: OH 
ARTHUR AND ALICE WINER #2 
ARTHUR AMD ALICE WINER #2 
BERNARD THOMPSON #1 
FLOSSIE PHELPS #1 
GENEVA BURKHART &#3$ 
GENEX BURKHART #2 
LLOYD AND KATHRYN BOOTH #1 
THOTIAS AND CAROLYN POLK #1 
11702783 JA: OH 
COMMUNITY INDUSTRIAL ASSOC 
MARGARET SCHWYHART #2 


JOHNS CREEK 
BRUSHY CREEK 
GREASY CREEK 
BROADBOTTOM 


vicco 
REGINA 
viIcco 
DORTON 
PIKEVILLE 
DCORTON 
DORTON 
DORTON 


BLAIR "29" 
CASCO 7 


FOURMILE CREEK 
TOPEKA 

TROY 

ABERDEEN 


S W PINEY WOODS 


BEICEGAL 
BEAR CREEK 
LAST CHANCE 
BOXCAR BUTTE 
ELK 


BLUE BUTTES 
KEENE 


COPLEY 
INDEPENDENCE 


MONTVILLE 
MONTVILLE 
MONTVILLE 


JACKSON 


SUTTON 
SUTTON 
LEBANON 


RENO 
FRANKLIN 
CENTER TOUNSHIP 


CHESTER 
CHESTER 
ATHATER 
GOSHEN 


INDEPENDENCE 


UASHINGTON 
WASHINGTON 


SALEM 
WASHINGTON 
FEARING 
LIBERTY 
LIBERTY 
LIBERTY 
LIBERTY 
SALEM 


CAMBRIDGE NORTH 
CAMBRIBGE NS 


nN 
Qo 


VU ene 
eooooeoo 


“ @&@ Sea 


nN 


NN ee 
veces oe 
oO eooo +. o sos soo 


we 
on © 
°° 


PURCHASER 


COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 


COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 
COLUIBIA 
COLUMBIA 


COLUMBIA 
COLUMBIA 


CONSUMERS POWER C 
MICHIGAN CONSOLID 


TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
TEXAS EASTERN TRA 


TRANSCONTINENTAL 


KOCH OIL CO 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PENDING 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


AMERADA HESS CORP 
AMINOIL USA INC 


COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
YANKEE RESOURCES 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
EAST OHIO GAS CO 


EAST OHIO GAS CO 
EAST OHIO GAS CO 
EAST OHIO GAS CO 


EAST OHIO GAS CO 


COLUMBIA GAS TRA 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 


RIVER GAS CO 


RIVER GAS CO 


COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
EAST OWIO GAS CO 
EAST OHIO GAS CO 


REPUBLIC STEEL CC 
REPUBLIC STEEL CO 


COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMBIA CG TRAN 
COLUMBIA TRAN 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
COLUMSIA TRAN 


COMSCLIDATED GAS 
COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Notices 
a, IS RTS LSE PIE AEE VS AD NEP TTS NS Ny IRA SE RRR SAS aR DE EE 9 SR ES REN SN AT A TE, 


JD NO 
~STOCKERSSITLER INC 
8405577 

8405575 

8405576 

~WILLIAM N TIPKA 
8405578 

8405579 

8405580 

“WITCO CHEMICAL CORP 
8405581 


3415722713 
3415722563 
3415722709 


3415722445 
3415722604 
3415723335 


3415123790 


RECEIVED: 
108 
108 
108 
RECEIVED: 
108 
108 
108 
RECEIVED: 
103 


11702783 JA: OH 
DOANE UNIT #1 
STOCKER UNIT #1 
WATSON UNIT 81 

11702783 JA: OH 
DAVIDSON $1 
JOE YOUNG #1 
ORR-RABER 81 

11702783 JA: OH 


107-TF RILEY #1 


BA BE HE DE DE FE HE DE DE DE DE BE DE BE BE BE DE DE BE DE BE BE DE Be 9 BE BE BE BME BE BE DE DFE DE DE OA DE BE OE BE MK BE OE DE EB DE DY BE DE OE ED ee Ee eee 


WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF MINES 


BEDE BE DE HE 9 ME DE ME DE ME HE A BE BE DE BE BE DE BE BE BE He BO DE WE OE BE Be DE De OE DE DE DE WT DE BE DE EE BE DE BE DE OE EE DE DE EE 


~BRAXTON OIL AND GAS CORP 
8405677 4709702517 
-CLINT HURT & ASSOCIATES INC 
8405641 4707901112 
~COASTAL CORP 

$710301273 


8405681 
8405680 4710301274 
4710301275 


8405679 
~EAGLE PETROLEUM CO 

4709500980 
4707301314 


8405663 
4709500976 


8405661 
8405662 
~KEPCO INC 
8405672 4764103285 
8405676 4709702524 
8405673 4709702447 
8405674 4709702490 
8405659 4709100195 
8405665 4709100213 
8405667 4709100275 
8405668 4709100276 
8405669 4700701323 
8405678 4700718230 
8405670 4704103201 
8405666 4709100241 
4709702507 
4704103250 
4709100211 


8405675 
8405671 
8405664 
~PENNZOIL COMPANY 
8405652 4710301019 
8405649 4709500606 
8405648 4709500546 
8405656 4710301136 
8405651 4710301014 
8405650 4710300962 
8405655 4710500809 
8405660 4701302806 
8405642 4701302807 
8405658 47013023808 
8405645 4701302809 
8405644 4701302810 
8405645 47013023811 
8405646 4701302812 
4701302813 
4701302814 
4710301028 
4710500794 


8405647 

8405657 

8405653 

8405654 

-R & B PETROLEUM INC 
8405683 

8405682 

8405684 

8405685 

8405638 

8405690 

8405686 

8405689 

8405687 

~WAYMAN W BUCHANAN 
8405639 

8405640 


4704700666 
4704700764 
4704700821 
4704700829 
4704700844 
4704700885 
4704700654 
4704700861 
4704700798 


4708506123 
4708506152 


RECEIVED: 

107-DV 
RECEIVED: 

107-DV 
RECEIVED: 

107-DV 

107-DV 

107-DV 
RECEIVED: 

103 

103 

103 
RECEIVED: 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 

107-DV 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 
RECEIVED: 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 

108 
RECEIVED: 

102-4 

102-4 

102-4 

102-4 

102-4 

102-4 

102-4 

102-4 

102-4 
RECEIVED: 

102-3 

102-3 


11703783 
BRAKE #1 
11703783 JA: WY 
FRANK HARDY #1 
11703783 JA: WY 
JENNINGS MORGAN 41 
LELAND THOMAS #1 
YOHO #1 
117037383 JA: WV 
BOWSER #3 
CLOVIS #1 
MICHAELS #2 
11703783 JA: WV 
AUGENBAUGH #1 (K-62) 
AUGENBAUGH 8&2 KK-67 
AUGENBAUGH "A" LEK-65 
B MUNSON #1 (LIK-64) 
IMPERIAL CORP #1 (LIK-1) 
IMPERIAL CORP #2 (LK-12) 
J H CATHER #1 KK-55 
J H CATHER #2 UX-56 
MORGAN H ROSE #1 UK-83 
MORGAN H ROSE #1 b'K-83 
PK CASTO 41 tK-61 
R W COPLIN #1 HK-57 
ROHR #1 (WK-66) 
VIRGINIA MILES #1 WK-63 
W A RIDENOUR 8&3 (WK-5) 
11703783 JA: WY 
ARA LONG #2 
B A SWIGER #1 
DORSEY BAKER #9 
WHITLATCH &2 
LANTZ CTR 
DULANEY #24 
HAUGHT #5 
LINN #1 
LINN #2 
LINN #3 
LINN 84 
LINN #5 
LINN #6 
LINN &7 
LINN #8 
LINN &9 
LONG #3 
WILLIAM DAWSON #8 
11703783 JA: WV 
GEORGIA PACIFIC #1 
GEORGIA PACIFIC 82 
GEORGIA PACIFIC 83 
GEORGIA PACIFIC 84 
GEORGIA PACIFIC #5 
GEORGIA PACIFIC #7 
POCAHONTAS MINING CO #1 
POCAHONTAS MINING CO #3 
POCAHONTAS MINING COMPANY #2 
11703783 JA: WV 
HINTON #1 
LITTLE #1-R 


JA: WV 


#2) 6 


YVRBADAADBDAABDICAM 
GAMHMOAHOAGARDOODEM>D 


EEE 90 0 3 900 EE 0 0 0 0 38 9 9 3 9 CE 3 BE 9 DE 3 EO Ee BE DE OE a a 


WYOMING OIL & GAS CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
$90 99038 80 90 98 9 OE EE DE BE DE a a ae 


-BELCO PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
8405518 NG103-83 4992320477 
8405517 NG102-83 4902320481 
8405516 NG101-83 4903520430 

~BURLINGTON NORTHERN INC 
8405512 NG 65-81 4902720346 
8405513 NG66-81 4902720372 

“CITIES SERVICE OIL & GAS CORP 
8405519 NG104-83 4903520698 

~DAVIS OIL COMPANY 
8405526 NG113-83 
8405527 NG114-83 

“ENERGETICS INC 
8405514 NG99-83 4903520723 
8405515 NG100-83 4903520723 

“LOUISIANA LAND & EXPLORATION CO 
8405520 NG105-83 4900326835 

~PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY 

— 8405525 NG110-83 4901920720 
8405528 NG115-83 4900922185 
~SAMSON RESOURCES COMPANY 
8405521 NG106-83 4903722145 
8405522 NG107-83 4903722145 
~TEXACO INC 
8405524 NG109-83 4903722169 
8405523 NG108-83 4903722170 
4900720870 


"WOLD OIL & GAS CO 
= 8405529 NG116-83 

[FR Doc. 83-32605 Filed 12-6-83; 6:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-C 


4900526917 
4900526973 


RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
102-3 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
107-TF 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
107-PE 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
107-TF 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 


11702783 Ja: WY 
GRBU 84-18 
GRBU 85-12 
THOMPSON 2-8 
11702783 JA: WY 
JOHNSON 13-18 
JOHNSON 43-13 
11702783 JA: WY 
STATE "J" $1 
11702783 JA: WY 
ANDY UNIT #3 
FELIX UNIT #15 
11702783 JA: WY 
HERON STATE 10-16 
HERON STATE 10-16 
117027383 JA: WY 
LL&E 33-18 Min 
11702783 JA: WY 
JEPSON DRAW STATE A #2 
WEST GIBSON DRAW-I #1 
11702783 JA: WY 
MERUIN #1-32 
MERUIN #1-32 
11702783 JA: WY 
TABLE ROCK UNIT #62 
TABLE ROCK UNIT #65 
11702783 JA: WY 
WOLD-UPRR #12-7 


PROD 


FIELD NAME 


EAST CANTON 


CAVE RUN 
EAST TIIDWAY 


GREEN 
GREEN 
GREEN 


BENS RUN QUAD 
BENS RUN QUAD 
NEL! MATAMORAS QUAD 


HACKERS CREEK DISTRIC 
WARREN DISTRICT 
WARREN DISTRICT 
BUCKHAKNON DISTRICT 
FLENMNINGTON DISTRICT 
FLENINGTON DISTRICT 
FLEMINGTON DISTRICT 
FLEMINGTON DISTRICT 
SALTLICK DISTRICT 
SALTLICK DISTRICT 
ABERDEEN 

FLEMINGTON DISTRICT 
WARREN DISTRICT 
HACKERS CREEK DISTRIC 
FLEMNINGTON DISTRICT 


WILEYVILLE 
STRINGTOLN 
STRINGTCIUN 
WILEYVILLE 
WILEYVILLE 
MILEYVILLE 
HARTLEY 
HENIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
HENRIETTA 
WILEYVILLE 
HARTLEY 


BIG 
BIG 
BIG 
BIG 
BIG 
BIG 
BIG 
BIG 
BIG 


CREEK 
CREEK 
CREEK 
CREEK 
CREEK 
CREEK 
CREEK 
CREEK 
CREEK 


MURPHY . 
GRANT 


GREEW RIVER BEND 
GREEN RIVER BEND 
MOUNTAIN HOME 


BUCK CREEK 
BUCK CREEK 


Nn 
us 


BIRD CANYON 


WILDCAT 
WILDCAT 


eu 


o Am We 


“So oO 


BIRD CANYON 
BIRD CANYON 


BATES CREEK 


nN 
° 


HOLLER DRAW FIELD 
SCHOOL CREEK 


“~ 
“vu we 


mr 
on 


SEPARATION FLATS 


uw 
o 


CoO SESSHSTESSDO ONSYUFSUSLOSULONKUNNY COSCESESSSSOSSSOSCSO YWws WSS ce oOo 


~~ CO 82 fFO ooo 


“ow oo 
ww CF ©2898 SCF SO VW £0 8 SCO ooo 


PURCHASER 


RSC ENERGY CORP 
RSC ENERGY CORP 
RSC ENERGY CORP 


EAST OHIO GAS CO 
EAST OHIO GAS CO 
EAST OHIO GAS CO 


BELDEN & BLAKE CO 


COLUMBIA GAS TRAN 
WV PIPELINE CO 


UNION CARBIDE 
UNION CARBIDE 
UNION CARBIDE 


coR 
COR 
cor 


PIP 
PIP 
PIP 
PIP 


TENHESSEE 
TENNESSEE 
TENNESSEE 
TENNESSEE 


GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 


TENNESSEE 
TENNESSEE 
TENNESSEE 


GAS 
GAS 
GAS 


TENNESSEE 
TENNESSEE 


GAS 
GAS 


CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 


COLUMBIA 
COLUISBIA 
COLUMBIA GAS 
COLUMBIA GAS 
COLUMBIA GA 

COLUMBIA GAS 
COLUMBIA GAS 
COLUIIBIA GAS 
COLUMBIA GAS 


GAS 
GAS 


CONSOLIDATED 
CONSOLIDATED 


NORTHNEST PIPELIN 
HORTKHEST PIPELIN 
NORTHIEST PIPELIN 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


BIG HORN FRACTION 
BIG HORN FRACTION 


NORTHWEST PIPELIN 
NORTHHEST PIPELIN 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


PANHANDLE EASTERN 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 


NORTHNEST PIPELIN 
NORTHNEST PIPELIN 


COLORADO INTERSTA 
COLORADO INTERSTA 


NORTHERN NATURAL 
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Section 102-1: New OCS lease 

102-2: New well (2.5 Mile rule) 

102-3: New well (1000 Ft rule) 

102-4: New onshore reservoir 

102-5: New reservoir on old OCS lease 
Section 107-DP: 15,000 feet or deeper 

107-GB: Geopressured brine 

107-CS: Coal Seams 


[Volume No. 1014) 


Determinations by Jurisdictional 
Agencies Under the Natural Gas Policy 
Act of 1978 


Issued: December 2, 1983. 


The following notices of 
determination were received from the 
indicated jurisdictional agencies by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
pursuant to the Natural Gas Policy Act 
of 1978 and 18 CFR 274.104. Negative 
determinations are indicated by a “D” 
before the section code. Estimated 
annual production (PROD) is in million 
cubic feet (MMCF). 

The applications for determination are 
available for inspection except to the 
extent such material is confidental 


JD NO JA DKT API NO 


under 18 CFR 275.206, at the 
Commission's Division of Public 
Information, Room 1000, 825 North 
Capitol St., Washington, D.C. Persons 
objecting to any of these determinations 
may, in accordance with 18 CFR 275.203 
and 275.204, file a protest with the 
Commission within fifteen days after 
publication of notice in the Federal 
Register. 

Source data from the Form 121 of this 
and all previous notices is available on 
magnetic tape from the National 
Technical Information Service (NTIS). 
For information, contact Stuart 
Weisman (NTIS) at (703) 487-4808, 5285 
Port Royal Rd. Springfield, VA 22161. 


Categories within each NGPA section 
are indicated by the following codes: 


NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS 
ISSUED DECEMBER 2, 1983 


D SEC(1) SEC(2) WELL NAME 


‘DE HE DE HE DA DE DE DE BE DE DE DE DE DE DE NE DE DE DE BE BE DE DE BE DE Be A BB BB De Ee Ee SA De 


TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION 


(OE DE OE DE AE HE DE ME BE DE BE DE DE BS HE DE BE DE DE DE De BE DE OE We EE DE BE DDE OE De BE BE ED DB DE DE DE EO De 


~ABCO ENERGY CORP 

8405705 F-04-065138 4221531130 
8405704 F-04-065137 4221531086 
8405706 F-04-065139 4221531206 
8405707 F-04-06514 4221531212 
~ADA OIL EXPLORATION CORP 

8405801 F-03-071723 4205100000 
~ALLCO EXPLORATION CORP 0 

8405750 F-03-069474 4231330372 

PETROLEUM CORP 

8405844 F-7B-072081 4208300000 
“ATWELL OIL CO INC 
8405757 F-7B-069638 4205934176 
~BARBEE INC 

8405793 F-7B-071477 4225332492 
~BEST PETROLEUM EXPLORATION INC 
8405890 F-09-073051 4223735220 
~BRAMMER ENGINEERING INC 

8405899 F-06-073104 4220331054 
~BTA OIL PRODUCERS 
8405865 F-08-072649 
-CANNAN MORRIS 
8405695 F-03-046018 
~CHANCE RESEARCH CORP 
8405866 F-7B-072662 
8405713 F-7B-066488 
~CHARLES M GREEN 
8405785 F-02-070949 
-CONOCO INC 

8405906 F-04-073232 4250531055 
8405907 F-04-073233 4250531067 
-~COTTON PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
8405696 F-10-06081 4229500000 
~DALLAS SUNBELT OIL & GAS INC 
8405719 F-7B-067438 4213331568 
-DIAMOND SHAMROCK CORPORATION 
8405756 F-10-069634 4221131547 
8405784 F-10-070933 4221131576 
8405692 F-10-020329 4234100000 
8405779 F-10-070794 4239330792 
8405703 F-10-063946 4234100000 
8405867 F-06-072674 4200331409 
8405774 F-10-070646 4242130295 
8405711 F-10-066181 4229500000 
8405778 F-10-070793 4239330861 
8405789 F-10-071353 4229531309 


102-2 


102-4 


4217331427 
4232100000 


4205931055 
4236732326 


4217500000 102-4 


102-4 


103 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


RECEIVED: 
107-TF 
107-TF 
107-TF 
107-TF 

RECEIVED: 

RECEIVED: 
102-4 

RECEIVED: 

08 

RECEIVED: 

RECEIVED: 
102-4 
— 

a 
102- 

RECEIVED: 


103 
RECEIVED: 


03 

RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 

RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED: 
03 


103 
RECEIVED: 

108-ER 
RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED: 
103 


108-ER 


11704783 JA: IX 
CARD - HCKC & I DIST 6 UNIT #1 
FORDYCE #1 
HL MARTIN &2 
H L MARTIN #3 
11704783 JA: 
JOHN NEWMAN 8&9 
11704783 JA: 
CORRIE #1 
11704783 JA: IX 
CLARA ODESSA #1 
11704783 JA: IX 
POPE #1 
11704783 JA: TX 
TOUCHSTONE _ 
11704783 JA: IX 
SANDERS WEST #2 
11704783 JA: ™X 
t A BATH @1 
11704783 JA: IX 
7613 JV-P cox > #11 
11704783 JA 
HERNDEN- CANNAN, PIERCE #1 
JA: IX 


11704783 
AM SIMS #1 (106740) 
™ 


™ 


J B BABB #1A 
11704783 JA: 
CEBBERT 8&2 

11704783 JA: ™X 
BELIA BENAVIDES #3 
BELIA BENAVIDES 84 
11704783 JA: ™X 
BRADFORD D #1 
11704783 JA: ™ 
FANNIE M NICHOLS #1 
11704783 JA: ™X 
CHARLES WRIGHT "A" 85-150 
DAN HOOVER "A" &5 
FINLEY #1 
FRANK CHAMBERS 
HARDWICK #1 
IRA KELLEY #1 
MARY WISEMAN #2-R 
MURPHY "B" #1-427 
SUSAN B KAUFMAN #6-81 
ZELMA GUY #3-R 


103 


"B" @5 


107-DV: Devonian Shale 


54941 


107-PE: Production enhancement 
107-TF: New tight formation 
107-RT: Recompletion tight formation 


Section 108: Stripper well 


108-SA: Seasonally affected 
108-ER: Enhanced recovery 


108-PB: Pressure buildup 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


FIELD NAME 


TABASCO (VICKSBURG 10 
TABASCO (VICKSBURG 97 
PENITAS (8650") 
PENITAS (9500 VICKSBU 
GIDDINGS (AUSTEN CHAL 
CORRIE 

BERRYMAN (KICHI CREEK 
MIS RAIZES (DUFFERD 
JEFFERIES LUCK (PALO 
DEARING (CADDO) 
HARLETON NE (PETTITT) 
BLALOCK LAKE S CWCLFC 
DUNCAN SLOUGH SOUTH ¢ 


CHANCE (STRALIN) 
BETHESDA S W (STRAWN) 


SCHRCEDER WEST C(WILCO 


HUNDIDOD (LOBO) 
HUNDIDO. (LOBO) 


BRADFORD CLEVELAND 
REB (MARBLE FALLS) 


CANADIAN S E 
HEMPHILL 

WEST PANHANDLE 
MIAMI N 

WEST PANHANDLE 
WOLF CREEK 
TEXAS 

LIPSCOMB 

MIAMI WN 
CAMBRIDGE $ 


VOLUME 


PROD 


65. 
0. 
73. 
182. 


700. 
58. 


100. 


600. 
600. 


* 
uw 


eooocooooeso 


1014 


PURCHASER 


VALERO INTERSTATE 
VALERO INTERSTATE 
VALERO INTERSTATE 
VALERO INTERSTATE 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


UNION TEXAS PETRO 
SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
CONOCcO INC 

LONE STAR GAS CO 
TEJAS-SW THO 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 


PECOS GA’HERING S$ 
LIQUID ENERGY COR 


DELHI GAS PIPELIN 


HCUSTON PIPELINE 
HOUSTON PIPELINE 


TRANSNESTERN PIPE 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
WESTAR TRANSMISSI 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
ESPERANZA PIPE LI 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
SOQUTHNESTERN PUBL 





JD NO JA DKT 


-DIEKEMPER RAY J JR 
8405843 F-8A-072080 
8405842 F-8A-072079 
8405841 F-8A-072078 
8405845 F-8A-072083 
8405840 F-8A-072077 
8405839 F-8A-072076 
8405838 F-8A-072075 
8405837 F-8A-072074 
8405836 F-8A-072073 
8405835 F-8A-072071 
8405834 F-8A-072070 
8405833 F-8A-072069 
8405832 F-8A-072068 
8405831 F-8A-072067 
8405830 F-8A-072066 
8405829 F-8A-072065 
8405828 F-8A-072064 
8405827 F-8A-072963 
8405826 F-8A-072062 
8405825 F-8A-072061 
8405824 F-8A-072060 
8405823 F-8A-072058 
8405822 F-8A-072057 
8405821 F-8A-072056 
8405820 F-8A-072055 
8405819 F-8A-072054 
8405818 F-8A-072053 
8405817 F-8A-072052 
8405815 F-8A-872050 
8405816 F-8A-072051 
8405814 F-8A-072049 
8405813 F-8A-072048 
8405812 F-8A-0720465 
8405811 F-8A-072044 
8405810 F-8A-672045 
8405809 F-8A-072042 
8405808 F-8A-0720461 
8405807 F-8A-072040 
8405806 F-8A-072039 
8405805 F-8A-072038 
8405804 F-8A-072037 
8405803 F-8A-072036 


4216900000 
4216900000 
42169000090 
4216931167 
4216931167 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216990900 
4216900000 
4216931098 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900090 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216990000 
4216900000 
4216900009 
4216900000 
4216931166 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900500 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 
4216900000 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
192-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 


11704783 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHUEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHUEST 
NORTHEEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHNEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHIEST 
NORTHIIEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHL:EST 
NORTHNEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHESST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHHNEST 
NORTHHIEST 
NORTHNEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHUEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHWEST 
NORTHNEST 
NORTHHEST 
NORTHIIEST 
NORTHWEST 


Ja: ™ 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
ARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 


#102 
#105 
#106 
#107 
#16 

#201 
#202 
#203 
#204 
#210 
#301 
#302 
#303 
#304 
#309 
#316 
#401 
#401 
#402 
#405 
#506 
3409 
#502 
#502 
#502 
#603 
#605 
#606 
#607 
#702 
#704 
#705 
#709 
#710 
#714 
#801 
#302 
#803 
#804 
#805 
#991 


RIOLA 86 


#61053 
£61053 
#61053 
#51053 
£31053 
#51053 
£1053 


* 
#51053 


katt ed De et bet tent tet dt ttt 
scovoovveocoscer¢cCo9g 
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Vaan 
ww 


Wd tt Cat Gt tt td Gt Gt at tt Gd Gd Gt Gd Gt Gt 


ID 
T &% 


Wn at nt a at 


oeovvvvc09Cc0VNCCCNUCOY 
UOOBOOSCSCOSCOSOSSOGOSOSSCSOSGCSCOBWOCSOSGOSCCOOS 


FIELD NAME 


GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 
GARZA 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 236 / Wednesday, December 7, 1983 / Notices 


PROD 
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PURCHASER 


PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAIKS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAIHS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLATS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 
PLAINS 


PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETEOC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROC 
PETROS 
PETROC 


RECEIVED: JA: IX 
103 

103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 


11704783 
BLANKS #1 
SUPERIOR #1 

11704783 JA: 
DUDLEY #3 

11704783 JA: ™ 
STATE TRACT 825-S @#1-L 
STATE TRACT 825-S #1-U 

11704783 JA: ™ 


“"“-DYAD ASSOCIATES 
8405854 F-7C-072475 
8405853 F-08-072474 

-EATON PETROLEUM INC 
8405886 F-7B-072908 
-ENERGY RESERVES GROUP 
8405872 F-04-072691 4260330179 

— 8405871 F-04-072690 4260330179 

=-ENSERCH EXPLORATION INC 


SUN EXPLORATION @ 


JAMESON (STRALN) ) 
INTRATEX GAS CO 


CACTUS JACK (WICHITA- 


4208131179 
4237134297 


$213334641 
INC 


~ 
@ 


™ 


EATON (STRAWN) EL PASO HYDROCARS 


MATAG 
MATAGO 


RDA BLOCK 82 
RDA BLOCK 82 


eo eo lyn 


—_ 
=5 


8405900 F-05-073189 
~EXXON CORPORATION 
8405768 F-06-070351 
8405846 F-04-072155 
8405881 F-06-072791 
8405870 F-08-0726380 
8405868 F-8A-072678 
8405869 F-8A-072679 
~FARGO ENERGY CORP 
8405799 F-03-071608 
8405748 F-03-069419 
~FREMONT ENERGY CORP 
8405905 F-04-073206 
8405904 F-04-073204 
8405903 F-04-073202 


4221300000 


4218330576 
4226130500 
4236531464 
4200333494 
4216532527 
4216532540 


4214931580 
42146931529 


4247900000 
4247900000 
4247900000 


“GENE POWELL INVESTMENTS INC 


8405758 F-06-069660 
~GENERAL PRODUCTION CO 


8405901 


F-03-073196 


~GETTY OIL COMPANY 


8405762 
8405766 
8405725 


F-05-069817 
F-05-070274¢ 
F-06-067966 


~GHR ENERGY CORP 
8405751 F-04-069492 
~GOLDEN RESOURCES CORP 
8405722 F-09-067848 
~GULF OIL CORPORATION 
8405760 F-08-069691 
~HALVEY ENERGY CO 
8405882 F-7C-072830 
-HAMMAN OIL & REFINING 
8405763 F-03-069892 
8405699 F-03-062406 
“HANSON MINERALS CO 
8405720 F-03-067599 
-HEWITT B FOX INC 
8405693 F-02-030212 


4240100000 
INC 
4247730510 
4216100000 
4200200000 
4236500000 
4250531596 
4223734818 
4238931331 
4243100000 
co 
4208931318 
4207131303 
4219900000 


212331077 


-HILL PRODUCTION CO-WISCONSIN 


8405737 F-03-068968 
8405772 F-03-070413 
8405771 F-03-070411 

a= HILTY INTERESTS INC 
8405888 F-03-073004 

~HNG OIL COMPANY 
8405747 F-04-069398 
“HUGHES ENTERPRISES 
8405852 F-05-072414 
~HUNTER BROTHERS 
8405855 F-7B-072502 
—~/J ™ HUBER CORPORATION 
= 8405694 F-10-038820 


4204100000 
4204100000 
4204100000 
4208931354 
4250530909 
4234933194 
4213335025 


4223300000 


108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
103 
103 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
108 

108 

108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
108-ER 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 

103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
102-2 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
108-ER 


WO VENABL 
11704783 


E #1 


JA: ™ 


107-TF CARL GREGSTON $1 


CHARLES M ARMSTRONG 54-F 


FULLERTON CLEARFORK UNIT 
ROBERTSON CLEARFORK UNIT 
ROBERTSON CLEARFORK UNIT #3093 


11704783 
BOEHNKE B 
TRJ UNIT ®# 

11704783 
BENAVIDES 
BENAVIDES- 
BENAVIDES- 

11704783 
SELMAN 1-A 

11704783 
ALFRED BOE 

11704783 
G W WARE * 
NON WILLS 
O W ALEXAN 

11704783 


11704783 
AH LEWIS 
11704783 


JA: 
#1 
1 
JA: 
#10 
CNR 
CNR 
JA: 


™ 


™ 
067259 
#21 093 


™ 


JA: 
KER #1 
JA: TX 
cv #1 

or 
DER #1 
JA: 


™ 


107-TF MCMURREY #31 


JA: ™ 


JA: TX 


695 


#24 0968338 


107-TF ELSIE JONES (CFEC UNIT 8497) 84 


#2115 
#1803 


NORTHNEST HAMON UNIT 84 


11704733 
MUNN #3 
11704783 
H STEPHENS 
WILCOX HEI 
11704783 
SANTA FE E 
11704783 
SAGER #1 
11704783 
MORRIS MOO 
WICKSON CR 
WICKSON CR 
11704783 


JA: T™ 
JA: 
#3 
RS #3 
JA: TX 
HERGY 8&2 
JA: TX 


™ 


JA: TX 

RE #1 

EEK UNIT #2 
EEK UNIT 84 
JA: 1X 


KAECHELE #1 


11704783 
BRUNI MINE 
11704783 


CARPENTER ET AL #1 RRC PERNIT 


11704783 


JA: ™™ 
RAL 
JA: 


JA: TX 


POWERS SAM S 


11704783 
JOHNSON B 


JA: 
#2A 


™X 


TRUST “A™ #2 


#190 


OPELIKA 
GLADEWATER 3 CHAYNESV 
CANDELARIA (J-95) 
CARTHAGE (COTTON VALL 
FULLERTON 

ROBERTSON WN (CLEAR FO 
ROBERTSON N (CLEAR FO 


GIDDINGS 
GIDDINGS 


(AUSTIN CHAL 
(AUSTIN CHAL 


MESQUITE (ESCONDIDO) 
MESQUITE (ESCONDIDO) 
LA CRUZ (ESCONDIDO) 
SHEA (RODESSA) 
GIDDINGS (AUSTIN CHAL 
INGRAM TRINITY (RODES 
INGRAM TRINITY (RODES 
CARTHAGE 

MCIURREY (LOBQ) 

LELIIS (CADDO CONG) 
CRUSHER (DELAWARE) 
JAMESON CSTRAWN) 


CHESTERVILLE N (6000° 
TRINITY RIVER DELTA F 
VILLAGE MILLS NORTH 
COTTONWOOD CREEK S (F 
KURTEN (BUDA) 

KURTEN (BUDA) 

KURTEN (BUDA) 

ORANGE HILL S (CYEGUA 
LA PERLA (WILCOX LONE 
INGRAM-TRINITY 
DESDEMONA N CBEND CON 


WEST PANHANDLE 


eo NO 8 @&@& & & 2899828 8 COC YON CSO SeCeCeoO 


°o 


o 


LONE STAR GAS CO 


TEJAS GAS CORP 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
TEJAS GAS CORP 
FHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 


PETROLEU 
PETROLEU 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
CLAJON GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
TEXAS GAS TRANS 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
TEXAS UTILITIES F 
TRANSNESTERN PIPE 
SUN GAS CO 


TENNESSEE GAS TR* 
UNITED TEXAS TRAN 


HOUSTON PIPE LINE 
TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
HOUSTON PIPE LINE 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
NORTHERN GAS PROD 


COLORADO INTERSTA 





“"-MARSHALL 


“> 8405724 
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_ PLD BELLE LL LALO ELA LA LLL BS NILE DI BES CLOSE DIEL LE ALE LL ILE LEE LL EAE LENCE EEA AS LEE DEL LLL LEDS’ SELOO LOL LALO PCE A OLDIE A ENE EEE EERIE SEE CTIA PEO CETL: IS 


API NO 


~JACK F GRIMM 
8405727 F-8A-068098 
~JAKE L_ HAMON 
8405788 F-10-071350 
8405743 F-10-069204 
~JOHN L COX 
8405759 F-7C-069665 
8405755 F-7C-069602 
~JOHNSON & PRICE 
8405912 F-08-073256 
-JOHNSON F T JR 
8405891 F-09-073056 4248731606 
-K Lt H OIL & GAS INC 
8405910 F-7B-073239 4204933025 
~KAISER-FRANCIS OIL COMPANY 
8405726 F-10-067975 4221131538 
~KIRBY EXPLORATION CO 
8405776 F-02-070766 4228500000 
8405777 F-03-070778 4270430204 
8405878 F-02-072777 4270330217 
8405879 F-02-072778 4270330217 
8405877 F-02-072776 4270330279 
8405876 F-02-072775 4270330278 
8405875 F-02-072774 4270330281 
8405783 F-02-070932 4270330241 
8405782 F-02-070931 4270330280 
8405780 F-02-070928 4270330291 
8405781 F-02-070929 4270330291 
-KOTHMANN AWBREY 
8405740 F-7C-069072 4226730128 
8405741 F-7C-069073 4226730168 
8405739 F-7C-069071 4226730129 
“LEWIS & ATKINS OIL & GAS INC 
8405734 F-7B-068407 423633535092 
~LONGHORN RESOURCES INC 
4241735061 


4210130350 


4221131564 
4221131561 


4238335548 
4238332532 


4230130422 


8405873 F-7B-072735 

-M J G INC 

8405746 F-02-069329 4217500000 

~MABEE PETROLEUM CORP 

8405862 F-08-072555 4231732692 

8405861 F-08-07255% 4231732693 

8405860 F-08-072553 4231732670 

8405859 F-68-072552 4231732684 
EXPLORATION INC 

8405738 F-03-069009 4231330429 

8405791 F-03-071403 4222530459 

~MAY PETROLEUM INC 

8405795 F-10-071520 4229530619 

8405796 F-10-071523 4229530854 

-MCCANN CORP 

8405775 F-08-070657 4222732561 


“I-MCFARLANE J WO 


4200100000 
4208333411 


F-02-069893 4270330293 
ENERGY CORPORATION 

F-02-063689 4246931866 
F-05-07253 4229330669 
F-03-061882 4228700000 
F-09-071569 4249700000 
F-05-071406 4229330662 
F-02-071595 4228531562 


8405770 F-06-070398 
~MCIVER INC 
8405773 F-7B-070556 


-MCMORAN PRODUCTION CO 


8405764 
~MITCHELL 
8405702 
8405857 
8405698 
8405797 
8405792 
8405798 


-MOBIL PRDG TEXAS & NEW MEXICO INC 


8405898 F-04-073101 4224903482 
8405708 F-04-065245 4270030052 
8405691 F-04-001588 4224900000 
~NATURAL GAS ANADARKO INC 

8405885 F-10-072903 4235700000 
~NORTH AMERICAN EXPLORATION CO. 
8405874 F-7B-072755 4236700000 
-NORTH AMERICAN GEOTEC INC 
8405732 F-7B-068354 4222100000 
8405731 F-7B-068351 4222100000 
8405730 F-7B-068350 4222100000 
8405729 F-7B-068349 4222100000 
-PEET OIL COMPANY 

8405851 F-02-072357 422973153? 
-PENINSULA RESOURCES CORPORATION 
8405794 F-04-071515 4235531963 
-PENNZOIL PRODUCING COMPANY 
8405908 F-06-073236 4207330487 
-PETROLEUM MANAGEMENT INC 

8405752 F-04-069586 4224931677 
~PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY 
8405790 F-10-071365 4221131591 
-POGO PRODUCING COMPANY 
8405911 F-04-073242 
-R H SIEGFRIED ENC 
8405787 F-09-071328 
-RED-TEX PETROLEUM INC 
8405909 F-7B-073238 
8405850 F-7B-072315 


4224731527 
4249700000 


4208333616 
4208331280 


213334845 


— RIDGE OIL CO 


8405733 F-7B-068393 
-ROME EXPLORATION CO INC 
8405864 F-01-072614 4250700000 
8405710 F-01-066010 4250700000 
~SAGE ENERGY CO 

8405754 F-03-069596 4214931509 
8405802 F-03-071742 4214931564 
8405753 F-03-069595 4214931523 
F-03-067894 4214931367 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
103 
1035 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
103 
108 
103 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
108 
102-4 
108-ER 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 . 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 


11704783 JA: ™ 
ETTER #2 
11704783 JA: ™ 
URSCHEL 49 #2 
URSCHEL 50 82 
11704783 JA: IX 
ROCKER B "N” 823 RRC 805142 
ROWLEN B "MN" #27 RRC 804855 
11704783 JA: IX 
WD JOHNSON -A- &1 
11704783 JA: 1X 
ROY JUDD 84 
11704783 JA: ™ 
G W PICKETT 84 
11704783 JA: IX 
DONALDSON #1-17 
11704783 JA: 1X 
HOBBS B J UNIT WELL 84 
STATE LEASE 68903 NW/4 
STATE TRACT 629-L SW/4¢ 
STATE TRACT 629-L SH/4 
STATE TRACT 629-L SU74 
STATE TRACT 629-L SW/4 
STATE TRACT 629-L SH74 
STATE TRACT 659-4 NW/4 
STATE TRACT 659-L NH/4 
STATE TRACT 659-L N74 
STATE TRACT 659-L NW/746 
11704783 JA: ™ 
A KOTHMANN 84 90445 
A KOTHMANN #5 90891 
AWBREY KOTHMANN #3 90444 
11704783 JA: TX 
JOHNSON #1 
11704783 JA: IX 
WALKER-BUCKLER #1 
11704783 JA: IX 
ALTMAN 
11704783 JA: ™ 
BREEDLOVE "DD" #1 
BREEDLOVE “vo” #2 
BREEDLOVE "E" #1 
BREEDLOVE "E* #2 
11704783 JA: ™X 
HARRIS-JOHNSON #1 
ODOM #1 
11704783 JA: IX 
NEIMAN 81 
NELTIAN "A™ 81 
117046783 JA: ™X 
POWELL 83 
11704783 JA: ™ 
MONNING #1D 
11704783 JA: ™ 
T O ROZZLLE 81 
11704783 JA: ™X 
STATE TRACT 659-t NW/4 &4L 
11704783 JA: IX 
C K MCCAN #1 


107-TF FLOYD DUKE #2 


GERSCH UNIT "C” #1 814740 


J E NORMAN "BY 82 


107-TF JOE A CLANCY @1 
107-TF WEST 82 


11704783 JA: ™X 
LA GLORIA GAS UNIT 
STATE TRACT 1065-L 
STEWART-JONES UNIT 
11704783 JA: ™ 
SCROGGS 1-21 
11704783 JA: TX 
FULLER #106240 
11704783 JA: ™ 
CARR GAS UNIT @1 
MILBURN #1 
MILBURN #2 
MILBURN #3 
11704783 JA: ™X 
GOEBEL #1 (NEW WELL) 
11704783 JA: ™ 
BUFORD NICHOLSON TRUST UNIT 81 
11704783 JA: TX 
WARNER @1 
11704783 JA: ™ 
t T BURNS #1 
11704783 JA: TX 
JONES EE #1 ¢ 
11704783 JA: ™ 
J M GUITERREZ ESTATE #1 
11704783 JA: ™ 
R L MORRIS "A" #30 
11704783 JA: ™ 
ALLEN #2 
L P WHITTINGTON #2 
11704783 JA: TX 
EARNEST #1 
11704783 JA: ™ 
L LYLES #11 
LYLES #14 
11704783 JA: TX 
FOX #1 RRC #16687 
FOX #2 
NORTHRUP UNIT #1 RRC #16717 
WOOD UNIT #1 RRC #105323 


FIELD NAME 


THOMAS (ATOKA CONGLOM 


CANADIAN SE (DOUGLAS) 
CANADIAN NE (DOUGLAS) 


SPRABERRY (TA) 
SPRABERRY (TA) 


DIMMITT 

WILBARGER COUNTY REGU 
CHAMBERS (CONGL) 
ALLISON PARKS (UPPER 
SPEAKS WN CFRIO F-1C S$ 
BLOCK 340 (6800-B SD) 
MATAGORDA BLOCK 629 
MATAGORDA BLOCK 629 
MATAGORDA BLOCK 629 
MATAGORDA BLOCK 629 
MATAGORDA BLOCK 629 
MATAGG2DA BLCLK 62? 
MATAGORDA BLO“K 629 
MATAGORDA BLOCK £29 
MATAGORDA BLOCK 629 
KOTHIIANN RANCH 
KOTHMANN RANCH 
KOTH.SANN RANCH 
KESSLER (3980) 

RNS (MISSISSIPPI) 
BOYCE (4590 SAND) 
BREEDLOVE SOUTH (SPRA 
BREEDLOVE SOUTH (SPRA 
BREEDLOVE SOUTH (SPRA 
BREEDLOVE SOUTH (SPRA 


MADISONVILLE W (CEORG 
FT TRINIDAD SE CEDWAR 


BROWN CTONKAWA) 
BRCHN (CTONKAWA) 


MCCANN (BASAL WOLFCAM 


GRAGG PETTIT 

COLEMAN COUNTY REGULA 
SIX-SIXTY (5200" SD)C¢ 
WELDER RANCH 10,700 @ 
PERSONVILLE N (COTTON 
GIDDINGS (BUDA) 
BOONSVILLE (BEND CONG 
EAST POKEY (COTTON VA 
VIENNA (WILCOX MIDDLE 
LA GLORIA 6690 

HARENA (ROB 43) 

T C.B JONES 7100 
SCROGGS (CHESTER) 
WEATHERFORD SW (STRAW 
GRANBURY N E (MARBLE 
GRANBURY N E (MARBLE 
GRANBURY N E (MARBLE 
GRANBURY N E (MARBLE 
KARON W (SLICK) 
CALALLEN SE (9100") 
DOYLE CREEK 

ALFRED KEST (2000) 
FELDMAN CTONKAWA) 
ROADRUNNER 

CHICO WEST (CADDO CON 


GLEN COVE S (PALO PIN 
GLEN COVE S (PALO PIN 


RANGER (BLACK LIME WE 


LYLES RANCH (COLMOS) 
LYLES RANCH 


GIDDINGS 
GIDDINGS 
GIDDINGS 
GIDDINGS 


CAUSTIN CHAL 
CAUSTIN CHAL 
(AUSTIN CHAL 
CEDMARDS) GA 


PROD 


763.0 


547.0 
365.0 


10.0 
10.0 


27.4 
3.7 
659.0 
496.0 


65.0 
1095.0 
29.08 
585.0 
5.0 
32.0 
575.0 
15.0 
400.0 
62.0 
35.0 


73.0 
219.0 
109.0 

91.0 

9.0 


170.0 


PURCHASER 


LONE STAR GAS CO 


NORTHLIEST CENTRAL 
NORTHWEST CENTRAL 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
EL PASO NATURAL G 


KIBO COMPRESSOR C 
EL PASO HYDROCARS 


SEAGULL PIPELINE 
SOUTHERN NATURAL 
MATAGORDA PIPE LI 
MATAGORDA PIPE LI 
MATAGORDA PIPE LI 
MATAGORDA PIPELIN 
MATAGORDA PIPE 
MATACORDA PIPE 
MAIAGC2DA PIPE 
MATAGORDA PIPE 
MATAGORDA PIPE 


CIBOLO GAS INC 
CIBOLO GAS INC 
CIBSOLO GAS IKC 
SOUTHHUESTERN GAS 


BARREN PETROLEUM 


NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


MAR/CON ENERGY IN 
SOUTH TEXAS GATHE 


ENDEVCO INC 
NDEYCO INC 


GETTY OIL CO 

LONE STAR GAS CO 
UNION TEXAS PETRO 
MATAGORDA PIPE LI 
SOUTHHESTERN GAS 
SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
PERRY PIPELINE CO 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
UNITED TEXAS TRAN 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
MOBIL OIL CORP 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
DIAMOND SHAMROCK 
SCUTHHESTERN GAS 
EMPIRE PIPELINE 
EMPIRE PIPELINE 
EMPIRE PIPELINE 
EMPIRE PIPELINE 
TRANSCONTINENTAL 
HOUSTON 5 IPELINE 
TEXAS UTILITIES F 


SOUTHERN GAS PIPE 


NATURAL GAS PIPEL 


VALERO TRANSMISSI 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 


COMPRESSOR RENTAL 


ESPERANZA TRANSNI 
ESPERANZA TRANSMI 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 





JD NO JA DKT 


~SANDEFER PETROLEUM CO 


8405856 F-02-072530 
~SAXON OIL COMPANY 
8405761 F-08-069779 
~SCANDRILL INC 
8405701 F-09-063582 
~SEELY OIL CO 

8405895 F-09-073075 


~SENECA RESOURCES CORP 


8405735 F-02-068751 
~SHELL OIL CO 

8405712 F-04-066340 
8405880 F-01-072789 
8405893 F-04-073069 
8405709 F-01-065782 


4229733303 
4231732212 
4250336508 
4249700000 

205731238 
4242731662 
4231131863 


4250531567 
4231131798 


~SOUTHEASTERN RESOURCES CORP 


8405749 F-7B-069%61 
~SOUTHLAND ROYALTY CO 
8405848 F-08-072178 
8405847 F-08-072165 
~SPENCER PETROLEUM CO 
8405884 F-7B-072833 
~SPINDLETOP OIL & GAS 
8405896 F-7B-073995 


~SUN EXPL. 8 PROD. CO. 


8405897 F-04-073097 


4213334226 


4243130911 
$243131323 


$208333293 


co 


4236732459 
~ HOUSTON 
4204730331 


~SUN EXPLORATION & PRODUCTION CO 


F-10-072574¢ 
8405913 F-04-073270 
8405889 F-08-073044 

~SUPERIOR OIL CO 
8405723 F-04-067871 
8405800 F-08-071635 

~TENNECO OIL COMPANY 
8405769 F-08-070355 

-TEXACO INC 
8405765 F-8A-069978 
8405858 F-08072539 


8405863 


4248331032 
4213136141 
4200333481 


4240931720 
4237134299 


4200333319 


4221900000 
4213533986 


-TEXAS AMERICAN OIL CORP 


8405894 F-08-073073 
-THOMAS D COFFMAN INC 
8495744 F-03-069247 


4231732668 
4214931456 


a THOMPSON J CLEO & JAMES CLEO JR 


8405697 
8405715 
8405716 


F-7C-061728 
F-7C-066915 
F-7C-066916 


-TRINITY RESOURCES INC 


8405892 F-02-073065 

-TSPI INC 

8405767 F-10-070330 
=~'XO0 PRODUCTION CORP 
= 8405736 F-04-068771 

8405745 F-03-069315 

8405849 F-08-072301 


4210534147 
4210533969 
4210533965 


4223931885 
4223300000 


4240931725 


4248132492 
$238931338 


~UNION GIL COMPANY OF CALIF 


8405887 F-08-072918 


-UNION TEXAS PETROLEUM 


8405721 
8405786 


F-08-067809 
F-08-071130 


4243131298 


4238931197 
4213500000 


-UNIT DRILLING & EXPLORATION CO 


8405742 F-10-069177 
-VOLVO PETROLEUM INC 
8405700 F-09-062784 


4229531132 
4209731849 


-WESSELY ENERGY CORPORATION 


8405714 F-05-066500 


4229330619 


~WILLIAM MOSS PROPERTIES INC 


8405883 F-7C-072870 


4238532596 


~WINN EXPLORATION/DULCE CO 


8405728 F-01-068188 
8405717 F-01-067297 
8405718 F-01-067298 
~WOOD MCSHANE & THAMS 
8405902 F-08-073201 


4250731830 
4250731927 
4250731927 


4200333600 


[FR Doc. 83-32606 Filed 12-6-83; 8:45 am} 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-C 


11704783 Ja: 1X 
102-4 FREEBORN #1 
RECEIVED: 117047383 JA: ™ 

103 CASLER #1 

RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: IX 

103 M CHENEY "A" #1 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
102-4 R S BERG #1 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
102-2 103 STATE TRACT 216 #9 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 BENTSEN BROS "BY #12 
102-4 BRACKEN #20 

107-DP H B ZACHRY CO #2 
102-4 L S MCCLAUGHERTY #3 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: 

102-4 mM K COURTNEY 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: 

107-TF FLINT ESTATE 

103 107-TF FLINT ESTATE 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: 

103 PAUL M BEAVER 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: 

102-4 DOBBS #1 

RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 RUPP GAS UNIT #1 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
107-DP C B MCALLISTER UNIT #1 
103 L WIEDERKEHR #206 
103 0 B HOLT GRAYBURG #130 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 MINNIE S WELDER #65 
102-4 103 UNIVERSITY "20-2" #1 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 UNIVERSITY 29-2 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

108 BOB SLAUGHTER BLOCK #238 
103 WE CONNELL NCT -2 #162 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: 

103 MCKASKLE @3 
RECEIVED: 117047383 JA: TX 
102-2 IVY UNIT #2 16628 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
102-4 107-TF UNIVERSITY 30-7 #1 
107-TF UNIVERSITY 33-15 #1 
107-TF UNIVERSITY 33-8 #1 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
102-4 E CANERDAY #4 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 CASEY 

RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 PERSON #2 


103 RAINOSHEK-GARNER 

103 TOYAH "BY" #1 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
107-TF WL FOSTER JR "B” #13 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 CHAPARRAL "A" #1 

108 FASKEN *G-45° #3 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
102-4 WATERS 

RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 
102-2 MARJORIE J MCMAHON #3 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 107-TF BLAKE SMITH #1 167112 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 ROCKER "B" 45 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: ™ 
102-4 PRYOR RANCH #147 
102-4 PRYOR RANCH #180 
102-4 PRYOR RANCH #180 
RECEIVED: 11704783 JA: TX 

103 LITTMAN #105 RRC #27428 


RECEIVED: 


FIELD NAME 


KENDALL (WILCOX €800° 
MAK (SPRABERRY) 
YOUNG COUNTY REGULAR 
FLETCHER (CONGL) 
GRASS ISLAND CFARNELL 
LACOPITA (VICKSBURG Z 
Aw P COLMOS 

FANDANGO (WILCOX UPPE 
ANP COLMOS) 

JMJ (MARBLE FALLS) 


CONGER PENN 
CONGER PERN 


NAYLOR CJENNINGS SAND 
DICEY S (STRALIN) 
FLOWELLA 

KELTON W CHUNTON) 
EAST 76 

CO!N!DEN NORTH 


PORTILLA (9000 SAND) 
TUNIS CREEK (DEVONIAN 


ANDRES SOUTH CWOLFCA 


SLAUSHTER 
JORDAN (CDEVONTAN) 


SPRABERRY TREND AREA 
GIDDINGS (AUSTIN CHAL 
UNIVERSITY 31 (STRAIN 
UNIVERSITY 31 (ST : 
UNIVERSITY 31 (STRA 
PALMETTO BEND W (B-2) 
EAST PANHANDLE LOWER 
WILLMANN (STILLWELL) 
LOUISE N (2840") 
TOYAH 

CONGER (PENN) 


ROJO CABALLOS NW (DEL 
CIRCLE BAR DEVONIAN 


HORSECREEK N E (TONKA 
WEST HANDY 
PERSONVILLE (COTTON V 
SPRABERRY/TRERD AREA 
WINN-DULCE 
WINN-DULCE 
WINN-DULCE 
LITTMAN (SAN ANDRES) 
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PROD 


365 


28. 


98 
155 
0 


PUSCHASER 


HOUSTON PIPELINE 

PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
MID-STATE GAS COR 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
TENNESSEE >: RiP 
HPI TRANS? STON 

UNITED TEX TRAN 
HOUSTON PIPELINE 

Et PASO HYDROCARB 


VALERO TRANSMISS 
VALERO TRANSHISS 


UNION TEXAS PETRO 
TEXAS UTILITIES F 
FLORIDA GAS TRANS 
WESTAR TRANSMISSI 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
AMOCO PRODUCTION 


TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 


ANCCO PRODUCTION 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
SOUTH CEN-TEX GAS 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
DIANOND SHAMROCK 
UNITED GAS PIPEL; 


TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 


VALERO TRANSI’ISSI 
AMOCO PRODUCTION 


DIAMOND SHAMROCK 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
UNITED TEXAS TRAN 


NORTHERN NATURAL 
VALERO TRANSNISSI 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 


GETTY OIL co 





Part Ill 


Depariment of 
Energy 


Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 


Reduction in Filing Requirements for 
Well Category Applications; Regulations 
for Temporary Pressure Buildup 
Determinations; Final Rules 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


18 CFR Parts 271 and 274 


[Docket Nos. RM83-3-000 and RM81-12- 
000) 


Reduction in Filing Requirements for 
Well Category Applications Under 
Sections 102, 103, 107, and 108 of the 
Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978; 
Regulations for Temporary Pressure 
Buildup Determinations Under Section 
108 of the Natural Gas Policy Act; and 
Correction 


Issued: December 5, 1983. 


AGENCY: Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, DOE. 

ACTION: Final rules; notice of effective 
date and OMB control number. 


SUMMARY: The Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission issued a final 
rule in Docket Nos. RM83-3-000 and 
RM81-12-000, Order No. 336 (48 FR 
44508, September 29, 1983) amending 
regulations for well category 
determination filing requirements. This 
document gives notice of the effective 
date and of the OMB control number for 
that final rule. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: Order No. 336 is 
effective on December 7, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nancy M. Rizzo, Office of the General 
Counsel, 825 North Capitol Street, NE., 
Washington, D.C. 20426; (202) 357-8033. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 
3501-3520 (Supp. V 1981) and the Office 
of Management and Budget’s (OMB) 
regulations, 5 CFR Part 1320 (1983), 
require that OMB review certain 
information collection requirements 
imposed by agency rule. Upon approval, 
OMB issues a control number. 

On September 27, 1983, the Federal - 
Energy Regulatory Commission 
(Commission) issued a final rule in 
Docket Nos. RM83-3-000 and RM81-12- 
000 (Order No. 336) amending its 
regulations relating to filing 
requirements for well category 
determinations and adopting regulations 
for temporary pressure buildup 
determinations under the Natural Gas 
Policy Act of 1978. Reduction in Filing 
Requirements for Well Category 
Applications Under Sections 102, 103, 
107 and 108 of the Natural Gas Policy 
Act of 1978; Regulations for Temporary 
Pressure Buildup Determinations Under 


. Section 108 of the Natural Gas Policy 


Act, 48 FR 44508 (September 29, 1983). 
The Commission therein stated that the 
rule would be effective on November 28, 
1983, unless the Commission did not 
receive OMB’s approval by that time, in 
which case the Commission would 


54947 


temporarily suspend the effective date 
of the rule. 

The Commission did not receive 
OMB’s approval sufficiently prior to the 
effective date of the rule to avoid the 
necessity of publishing a suspension 
notice. The Commission, therefore, 
suspended the effective date of this rule 
until it received notice of OMB’s 
approval. 48 FR 53694 (November 29, 
1983). 

The Commission has received notice 
that OMB approved this rule and 
assigned it OMB control number 1902- 
0112. Accordingly, this rule will now 
become effective on the date that this 
notice is published in the Federal 
Register. ° 

In addition, the following corrections 
are made in FR Doc. 83-26537, appearing 
on page 44519 of the September 29, 1983 
issue of the Federal Register (Mimeo 
page 60). A new ordering paragraph 19 
should be added on page 44519 to read 
as follows: 

19. The OMB control number (1902- 
0112) is added parenthetically after the 
text of each of the following sections: 
271.303, 271.804, 271.805, 271.806, 274.202, 
274.203, 274.204, 274.205, 274.206, and 
274.208. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-32622 Filed 12-6-83; 9:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-™ 
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INFORMATION AND ASSISTANCE 
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Code of Federal Regulations 
CFR Unit 


General information, index, and finding aids 
Incorporation by reference 
Printing schedules and pricing information 


Federal Register 

Corrections 

Daily Issue Unit 

General information, index, and finding aids 
Privacy Act 

Public Inspection Desk 
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Slip law orders (GPO) 


Presidential Documents 
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Agency services 

Automation 
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54453-54576... 
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202-523-3419 
523-3517 
523-5227 
523-4534 
523-3419 


523-5237 
523-5237 
523-5227 
523-4534 
523-5215 


523-3187 


523-5282 
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523-5266 
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523-5233 
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523-4986 
275-2867 
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At the end of each month, the Office of the Federal Register 
publishes separately a list of CFR Sections Affected (LSA), which 
lists parts and sections affected by documents published since 
the revision date of each title. 
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LIST OF PUBLIC LAWS 


Last Listing: December 6, 
1983 

This is a continuing list of 
public bills from the current 
session of Congress which 
have become Federal laws. 
The text of laws is not 
published in the Federal 
Register but may be ordered 
in individual pamphlet form 
(referred to as ‘slip laws’’) 
from the Superintendent of 
Documents, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. 20402 (phone 202-275- 
3030). 


S. 1341/Pub. L. 98-199 
Education of the Handicapped 
Act Amendments of 1983. 
(Dec. 2, 1983; 97 Stat. 1357) 
Price: $2.75 


H.R. 2395/Pub. L. 98-200 
To extend the Wetlands Loan 
Act. (Dec. 2, 1983; 97 Stat. 
1378) Price: $1.50 


H.R. 2785/Pub. L. 98-201 
To amend the provisions of 
the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act relating to the scientific 
advisory pane! and to extend 
the authorization for 
appropriations for such Act. 
(Dec. 2, 1983; 97 Stat. 1379) 
Price: $1.50 


H.R. 2906/Pub. L. 98-202 

To amend the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act in order 
to extend the authorization for 
appropriations. (Dec. 2, 1983; 
97 Stat. 1381) Price: $1.50 


H.R. 3765/Pub. L. 98-203 

To declare that the United 
States holds certain lands in 
trust for the Las Vegas Paiute 
Tribe. (Dec. 2, 1983; 97 Stat. 
1383) Price: $1.50 


H.R. 4252/Pub. L. 98-204 

To suspend the noncash 
benefits requirement for the 
Puerto Rico nutrition 
assistance program, to provide 
States with greater flexibility in 
the administration of the food 
stamp program, and for other 
purposes. (Dec. 2, 1983; 97 
Stat. 1385) Price: $1.50 


S. 505/Pub. L. 98-205 

To designate the Federal 
building to be constructed in 
Savannah, Georgia, as the 
“Juliette Gordon Low Federal 
Building”. (Dec. 2, 1983; 97 
Stat. 1387) Price: $1.50 


H.J. Res. 311/Pub. L. 98-206 
To proclaim March 20, 1984, 
as “National Agriculture Day”. 
(Dec. 2, 1983; 97 Stat. 1390) 
Price: $1.50 
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Order Form wai 10: 


Enclosedis$_ Ss check, MasterCard and 


O money order, or charge to my 
Deposit Account No. VISA accepted. 


CITT TTT -O 


in 


Credit 
Te . Card No. 


Expiration Date 


Month/Year 


Please send me ____ copies of The United States Government Manual, 1983/84, 
at $9.00 per copy. Stock No. 022-003-01099-8 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 
Company or Personal Name 


Additional address/attention line 
treet address 


State ZIP Code 


(or Country) 


City 


Order Now! 


The 
United States 


Government 
Manual 1983/84 


As the official handbook of the Federal 
Government, the Manual is the best source of 
information on the activities, functions, 
organization, and principal officials of the agencies 
of the legislative, judicial, and executive branches. It 
also includes information on quasi-official agencies 
and international organizations in which the United 
States participates. 

Particularly helpful for those interested in where 
to go and who to see about a subject of particular 
concern is each agency’s “Sources of Information” 
section, which provides addresses and telephone 
numbers for use in obtaining specifics on consumer 
activities, contracts and grants, employment, 
publications and films, and many other areas of 
citizen interest. The Manua/ also includes 
comprehensive name, and subject/agency indexes. 

Of significant historical interest is Appendix A, 
which describes the agencies and functions of the 
Federal Government abolished, transferred, or 
changed in name subsequent to March 4, 1933. 

The Manual is published by the Office of the 
Federal Register, National Archives and Records 
Service, General Services Administration. 


$9.00 per copy 


Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402 


Credit Card Orders Only 
Total charges $s 
Fill in the boxes below wee 


BGRERREDEAER RE OH e RAS 


Home Area Oftice 





Charge orders may be telephoned to the GPO order 
desk at (202)783-3238 from 8:00 am. to 4:00 pm 
eastern time, Monday-Friday (except holidays). 


For Office Use Only 
Quantity 


Saab 


Charges 
__...._ Publications 
__—_ Subscription Loe 
Special Shipping Charges ~~ —____ 
International Handling 
Special Charges 


Balance Due 
Discount 
Refund 

















